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An Act to Establish Municipal Cost Components for Unorganized 
Territory Services to Be Rendered in Fiscal Year 2012-2013 

(Emergency) 

Emergency preamble. Whereas, acts and resolves of the Legislature do not become 
effective until 90 days after adjournment unless enacted as emergencies; and 

Whereas, prompt determination and certification of the municipal cost components in the 
Unorganized Territory Tax District are necessary to the establishment of a mill rate and 
the levy of the Unorganized Territory Educational and Services Tax; and 

Whereas, in the judgment of the Legislature, these facts create an emergency within the 
meaning of the Constitution of Maine and require the following legislation as 
immediately necessary for the preservation of the public peace, health and safety; now, 
therefore, 

Be it enacted by the People of the State of Maine as follows: 



Sec. 1. Municipal cost components for services rendered. In accordance 
with the Maine Revised Statutes, Title 36, chapter 1 15, the Legislature determines that 
the net municipal cost component for services and reimbursements to be rendered in 
fiscal year 2012-2013 is as follows: 

Audit - Fiscal Administration 
Education 

Forest Fire Protection 

Human Services - General 
Assistance 

Property Tax Assessment - 
Operations 

Maine Land Use Regulation 
Commission - Operations 



TOTAL STATE AGENCIES $13,707,137 



$208,111 
11,858,597 
150,000 

58,000 
900,618 
531,811 
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County Reimbursements for Services: 



Aroostook $973,192 

Franklin 839,845 

Hancock 158,145 

Kennebec 6,626 

Oxford 866,635 

Penobscot 976,973 

Piscataquis 948,372 

Somerset 1,388,233 

Washington 835,934 
TOTAL COUNTY 

SERVICES $6,993,955 



TOTAL REQUIREMENTS $20,70 1 ,092 
COMPUTATION OF ASSESSMENT 

Requirements $20,701,092 
Less Deductions: 
General - 

S tate Revenue Sharing $ 1 95, 764 

Homestead Reimbursement 90,954 

Miscellaneous Revenues 150,000 

Transfer from undesignated fond balance $2,000,000 
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TOTAL GENERAL 
DEDUCATIONS 



Educational - 

Land Reserved Trust 

Tuition/Travel 

Miscellaneous 

Special - Teacher 
Retirement 



TOTAL BUT DEDUCTIONS 



TOTAL DEDUCTIONS 



TAX ASSESSMENT 



Tms Page Intentionally Left Blank 



1_J 



state Agenc!9s 



Fiscal Administrator ^ 


; 198,294 $ 


206,711 


Education 


11,383,253 


13,857,261 


Forest Fire Protection 


160,000 


160,000 


Human SGp^lces - General Assistance 


62,000 


59,000 


Property Tax Assessment - Operations 


799,852 


824,349 


Land Use Regulation Commission - Operations 


404,589 


487,977 


Total Stats Agencies 


13,507,988 


15,595,298 


Less Deductions 






General 


-3,440,000 


-415,000 


Educational 


-555,000 


-535,000 


TOTAL DEDUCTIONS 


-3,995,000 


-950,000 


Total State Agencies 


9,512,988 


14,645,298 



County Services 



Aroostook 


$ 822,656 $ 


885,417 


Franklin 


653,984 


564,825 


Hancock 


164,925 


154,505 


Kennebec 


881 


872 


Oxford 


459,128 


480,525 


Penobscot 


857,695 


885,380 


Piscataquis 


1,145,517 


1,389,350 


Somerset 


864,474 


886,306 


Washington 


S86,371 


762,597 



Total County Sen/ices 



MUNICIPAL COST COMPONENTS 
FiVE YEAR COMPARISON 

Increase 

2008-2009 2003-2010 (-)D«icreasg 2010-2011 



4.2% $ 


198,691 


16.6% 


12,529,594 


0.0% 


93,916 


-4.8% 


58,000 


3.1% 


788,218 


20,5% 


525,931 


15.5% 


14,194,350 



-87.9% -318,640 

-3.6% -566,000 

-76.2% -884,640 

54.0% 13,309,710 



7.6%$ 933,290 

-13,6% 600,521 

-6,3% 158,542 

-1.0% 933 

4.7% 494,827 

3.2% 904,838 

21 .3% 1 ,033,576 

2.8% 911,530 

11.1% 782,969 

5,655,631 6,011,777 6.3% 5,821,026 



TOTAL REQUIREMENT 



$ 15,168,619 S 20,657,075 



36,2%$ 19,130,736 



increase Increase 
{-)De crease 2011-2012 (-^Decrease 2012-2013 



Increase 
(-iDecrea.se 



-3.9% $ 


201,875 


1.6% $ 


208,111 


3,1% 


-9,6% 


12,229,974 


-2.4% 


11,858,597 


-3.0% 


-41.3% 


95,3S5 


1 ,6% 


150,000 


57.3% 


-1.7% 


58,000 


0,0% 


58,000 


0.0% 


^.4% 


837,923 


6.3% 


900,618 


7.5% 


7.8% 


534,154 


1.6% 


531,811 


-0.4% 


-9.0% 


13,957,311 


-1 .7% 


13,707,137 


-1 .8% 


-23.2% 


-7 371 000 




n A"^R 7-1 ft 




5 .8% 


-481 500 




-0 } 0,^+00 


~H . 1 yo 


-6.9% 


-2,852,500 


222 .4% 


-2,807,198 


-1 .6% 


-9.1% 


11,104,811 


-16.6% 


10,899,939 


-1 .8% 


5.4% $ 


953,164 


2.1% $ 


973,192 


2.1% 


6.3% 


806,073 


34.2% 


839,845 


4.2%3 


2.6% 


155,005 


-2.2% 


158,145 


2.0% 


7.0% 


4,125 


342.1% 


6,626 


60.6% 


3.0% 


762,168 


54.0% 


866,635 


13,7% 


2.2% 


931,781 


3.0% 


976,973 


4.9% 


-25.6% 


966,856 


-6.5% 


948,372 


-1 .9% 


2,6% 


1,140,370 


25.1% 


1,388,233 


21 .7% 


2.7% 


808,442 


3.3% 


835,934 


3.4% 


-3.2% 


6,527,984 


12.1% 


6,993,955 


7.1% 



-7.4%$ 17,632,795 



-7.8%$ 17,893,894 



1.5% 



ANALYSIS OF MUNICIPAL COST COMPONENTS 
FISCAL YEARS 2012-2013 



STATE SERVICES: 



Audit- Fiscal Administrator $208.1 1 1 

These revenues are used to fund positions created in Title 5, MRSA, Section 246, and are 
costs associated with the annual audit of the unorganized territory, the annual report, and 
other administrative services. The amount is an increase of 3 T %. 

Additionally, in accordance with 36 MRSA §1605, 2-B, this revenue reimburses the 
Passamaquod(fy Tribe for governmental services to benefit non-reservation Indian Township 
property owners. 

Education ($11.858.597) 

Revenue is needed to provide education cuid related services to approximately 1018 students 
residing in the unorganized territory of Maine. This amount rqiresents an overall budget 
decrease of 3.0% from last year's appropriation. The bredcdown of students in the 
unorganized territory is as follows: 



Connor School, Aroostools: County 45 

Kingman School, Penobscot County 9 

Edmunds School, Washington County 51 

Total 105 

Tuitioned Students 9 1 3 

Total number of students 1018 



NOTE: The Rockwood School and the Patrick Therriault School in Sinclair remain up for 
sale. The Benedicta School was sold for $60,160 which was deposited into the 
Unorganized Territory Education and Services Fund (04-27A-0433-01) in July of 2011. 

Conservation-Forest Fire Protection ($1 50,000) 

Revenue is used to provide forest fire control and suppression in the unorganized territory. 
This amount is provided as an estimate fi-om the Department of Conservation, Division of 
Forest Protection, and is based upon historical expenditures. 
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STATE SERVICES rCONT'D^ 

Health and Human Services-General Assistance ($58,000) 



Revenue is used to provide general assistance to needy residents within the imorganized 
territory boundaries. These services are disbursed by agents/towns as approved and directed 
by the Department of Health and Human Services. The amount requested for FY13 remains 
the same as it was for FY 1 1 and FY12. 

Property Tax Assessment-Operations ($900.618) 

Revenue is raised for the purpose of assessing properties, establishing a tax commitment, 
billing and collecting taxes, granting abatements and/or supplemental, and administering 
vehicle and boat excise taxes for the Unorganized Territory. The request represents a 7.5% 
increase, and is submitted by the Deputy Director of Property Tax, Maine Revenue Services. 

Land Use Regulation Commission ($53 1.8 11) 

Revenue for LURC services provided in the Unorganized Territory is raised in accordance 
with Title 12, MRSA, §685-E. Title 12 MRSA §685-G requires the Unorganized Ten:itoryto 
raise and reimburse the General Fund for .014% of the most current statewide valuation of 
the unorganized territory ($3,798,650,000). This request represents a decrease of .4% from 
last year's approved amount. 



COUNTY SERVICES: 

Aroostook County ($973T 92) 

This request reflects an overall increase of 2T% from 2012. County services and costs of 
administration each increased by 1%. Aroostook County did not override their assessment 
limit of 2.1%. 

Franklin County ($839,845) 

This amount reflects an overall increase of 4.2%. The majority of this increase is driven by a 
$25,000 increase in the paving reserve. Franklin County did not override their assessment 
Hmitof47.4%.* 

*Note: The assessment limit of 47.4% is due to the inclusion of Tax Increment Finance 
District's value from the wind farm. This is the fourth year of a 20-year 75% TIF in Franklin 
County's Unorganized Territory. The total TIF payment for Franklin County is $1,699,386. 
Sixty percent (60%) of the TIF payment, $1,019,632, is dispersed to the company and forty 
percent (40%), or $679,754 is paid to the county. 

Hancock County ($1 58, 1451 

IMs is an overall increase of 2.0%. Hancock County did not override their assessment limit 
of 2.0%. 
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COUNTY SERVICES fCONT'Dl 



Kennebec County ($6.626) 

The request from Kennebec County for 2012 was $4125. The $2105 increase in 2013 
represents a 60.6% increase. Kennebec County overrode their assessment limit of 1.4%. 

Oxford County ($866,635) 

The request represents a 13.7% increase and is primarily driven by a $100,000 increase in the 
capital outlay reserves. Oxford County overrode their assessment limit of 1.9%. 

Penobscot County ($976.973) 

The request represents an increase of 4.9% and stems primarily from a $66,000 increase in 
the capital paving reserve. Penobscot County overrode their assessment limit of 1.8%. 

Piscataquis County ($948,372) 

The request represents a decrease of 1.9%. Piscataquis County did not override their 
assessment limit of 1.6%. 

Somerset Countv ($1 .388.233) 

The request represents a 21.7% increase and is a result of $179,764 increase in capital 
reserves. Somerset County overrode their assessment limit of 2. 1%. 

Washington County ($835.934) 

The increase in the total appropriations and the fund balance is offset by the increase in the 
estimated revenues and results in the 3.4% net increase in the tax commitment. Washington 
County did not override their assessment limit of 1 1 . P/o. ** 

**Note: The assessment limit of 11.1% is due to the inclusion of Tax Increment Finance 
District's value from the wind farm. This is the fourth year of a 30-year 100% TIF in 
Washington County's Unorganized Territory. The total TIF payment to Washington County 
is $1,377,097. Sixty percent (60%) of the TIF payment, $826,258 is dispersed to the 
company and forty percent (40%)), or $550,839 is paid to the county. 
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UNORGANIZED TERRITORY INFORMATION 
FISCAL YEAR 2012-2013 



FY2012-2013 







Kesicieni 


Number of 


Total 


Miles of Road 


Taxable 


% of Total 


County Services 


Cost 




Population 


Bulldlnti Accts 


Acreacie 


Summer 


VUinter 


Valuation 


Valuation 


Tax Assessment 


Per Capita 




Aroostook 


1 ,565 


2,5S0 


2.554,231.34 


4S.01 


55.89 


596,250.000 


15.7% 


973,192 


621 .85 


u/ 


Franklin 


1,026 


1,319 


513,969.09 


47.87 


59.75 


334,950,000 


3.3% 


839,845 


818.56 


09 


Hancock 


213 


8115? 


Tli J.C17 fi1 
tJO I t*TZJ i ,Kt 1 


9.18 


12,1 


^AC\ Onf\ AAA 


6,3% 


153,145 


742.46 


11 


Kennebec 


43 


17 


6,094.06 


1.72 


1.72 


4,500.000 


0.1% 


6.626 


154.09 


13 


Knox 


1 


SI 


1.397.16 


0 


0 


19,050,000 


0.5% 


0 


0.00 


15 


Lincoln 


1 


'44' 


1.708.97 


0.S5 


0,85 


16.200,000 


0.4% 


0 


0.00 


17 


Oxford 


746 


S22 


412.971.28 


56.27 


45.35 


282.150,000 


7.4% 


866.635 


1,16i1,71 


19 


Penobscot 


1,471 


1.913 


S50 .200.46 


51,S2 


117.91 


308,200,000 


8.1% 


376.973 


664,16 


21 


Piscataquis 


771 


2.865 


2,153,099.44 


72.49 


78.11 


797,800,000 


21 .0% 


948,372 


1,230.05 


25 


Somerset 


838 


2,497 


1,734,045.59 


49.54 


64.73 


827,900.000 


21.8% 


1,388,233 


1,656.60 


27 


Waldo 


0 


3 


104.60 


0 


0 


2,150,000 


0.1% 


0 


0.00 


29 


Wasliinglon 


1 ,227 


1 .81 1 


747,507.54 


78.89 


80.92 


369,700.000 


3.7% 


835,627 


681 .03 






7,902 


14,854 


9.306,377.14 


414.24 


517.33 


3.793,550,000 


100.0% 


6.993,648 


885.05 



PER CAPITA COSTS BY COUNTY 
Unoiganized Teiiitoiy 



■t.SOQ.QO 
1,600.00 
1,400.00 
1,200.00 
1,000.00 
800.00 
SCO .00 
400.00 
200.00 
0.00 




nAroostooh 

■ Franklin 

□ Hancock 

■ Kennebec 

□ Oxford 

□ Penobscot 
r3 Piscataquis 

□ Somsrset 
HWasliington 



UNORGANIZED TERRITORI ES 
AMULYSIS OF BUDGET PROPOSALS - COUNTIES 



826.381 



207,946 



Services 

RoadslBridjes J 130,000 $ 106,945 * 56,524 

Snow RemovalJBand a Salt 203,035 364,650 70,000 

Solid Waste/SeptaeBDisposafLandfills 124,153 100,110 28,000 

Fire Protection 132,661 98,630 20,000 

Public Works Dept. 79;6ff 0 0 

Public Safety Coordinator 30.115 0 cr 

r;emeterres 3;100 8,009 0 

AmbyiancB(+FlrelriWa*lretcin) 34,86* 57,029 0 

Shell Fish Oorrserfatlon Program 0 0 

Street Ugfits 11,805 500 0 

Snovmobiie Trails 1,580" 0 0 

PolltigPiaCBS 6,3BQ 0 1SQ 

Recreation (SomerEEt- RcAmod Comm. erjs.) 9,330 0, 0 

Senior cltteeris 16,651 0 D 

Libraries 800 0 0 

Animal Control 6,500 60a 600 

Community ContnbutlorsiOrarrt PrograrrB 2,115 D 0 

ESI KEfcIA Support 5,374 2,500 B,567 

NHDC 3,043 0 0 

Fed, State, County Programs 16,534 5,000 1,000 

Rent of Land 0 0 6 

MISC. (Audit. Insurances, Otner) 6,000 1.500 26,215 

Total Services 908,433 

Otrier: 

Contingent B 0 

Pacing Reserve 0 100,000 

FlreTrucklEgLlioment/Otlier 0 1,500 

1—1 Capbl ReservafRoads- Bridges* 320.700 25,000 
Capital Resen/frBldgs^ 
Caplal Reserve - Otiier * 

-Outlav 0 0 

Debt a. a. 

Total other 320,700 126,500 

Administration 61.509 47.S44 10.697 

Total Appropriations 1.291.692 1.000 52 5 224.643 

Confirmation of Assesgnents 
EstioBted Revenues: 

Local Road Asslstance/URIF 62,000 53,932 12,732 

EsciseTases 232,000 100,000 16,000 

SncwmobilefATVRwenLes 1,500 300 10 

Area ContractsfPERC Reimb (Penot) 0 0 

Area Contracts/Road Maintenance, Etc. 0 0 0 

Interest Income 7,000 1,500 1,DD0 

Other/Mlsc/Orants/lntBresI 1.000 10000 20_ 

Total Estimated Revenues 303.500 170.732 3S.7B2 

Use of Surplus 8; Undeslgriated Fund Balance 15,000 90,000 59,200 

LBSslOSExpenditureS 100,052 22,434 

2013TaKCammtmErt t 973.192 639.845 150.145 

PnorYear t 353.164 8 806.073 

Percentage - Increase (-) Decrease 2.i%, 4.2% 2.0% 



6,000 

0 

0 



i,000 



kennebec 



7500 
4300 
2000 
0 
0 
0 
0 
D 
0 
Q 
ft 

a 

Q 

0 

260 
0 

2S5 
0 
0 
0 

1300 
15615 



10064 



1000 
0 

0 

i. 



20B4 

aoDO 

Q 
0 

'0' 
0 

0 



156005 $ 



2500 
1745 
0326 
4125 t 



Oxford 

222,000 
213,750 
74,000 

95,136 
0 
0 

1,800 
32,290 
0 

750 
0 

2,000 
0 
0 

0 

3,500 
0 
0 
0 
0 

3,600 
8.500 



25,000 

0 
0 

300,000 



49,116 



60,396 
100,000 
400 



0 

4,000 



104,850 
793,575 
202,635 
71,730 
0 
0 

21,700 
22,000 

0 
0 

1,600 
3,000 

0 
0 
0 

S,300 
0 
8 
0 
0 
0 

3.000 



357.315 $ 1.232.230 



0 

136,450 
4,000 
36,400 




95,000 
170,000 
0 

20,000 
63,399 
4,000 




P i cpQ+anr lie 

r 1 OL. O Let ULI lo 




411,000 


$ 227,334 




41 7 1 73 


239,425 


203^5 57 


103 ODD 


104,135 






(3 


Q 


7,600 


8,000 


12,545 


39,1 53 


0 


0 


1 425 


5 700 


5^000 


1 B.m 


1,100 


2,400 


4 71 3 


1 1,700 










6,500 


5,200 




3,300 




p 


0 




0 


0 


Q 


Q 


53.350 


59,767 


1.424.403 


1.107359 


0 


0 


0 


0 




20,000 


Q 


404,764 




7 000 


D 


0 


1] 


0 


0 


511.764 


8941 4 


B9.520 


1.493823 


1.309.143 


01,000 


38,308 


140,000 


135,000 


2,000 


1,300 


0 


3,000 


0 


9,111 


8,500 


1,000 


13.350 


0.900 


245.450 


226.613 


300,000 


74,391 


948.372 


1.398.233 


336.863 


S 1,146379 



Waldo Washington 

3. 309,030 
406,561 
130.137 
53,701 
0 
0 

smi 
m 

0 

a,m 

0 

a 

3r,1S4 
1S,9S0 
5,BC» 

0 

0 
0 

0 



0 

0 

31,600 
100,000 
l.SDO 



31.307 



99,900 
225,000 
SSO 

i.ra 

0 
0 

49.200 

376.350 



836,934 



Tola I 

1,347,773 
3,133,612 
1,156,327 
631,102 
73,077 
30,115 
56.809 
262.DB7 
29,793 
20,905 
24,400 
18,330 
26,793 
16,351 
300 
63,454 
27,335 
29,136 
9,949 
22,534 
3,300 
158,012 

7.503.0B4 



1,272,864 



1,601,914 



540,332 
1,134,000 
8.060 
0 
0 
0 

150. 16B 
1.721.043 



1003965 



442 } 6,527.993 
7.1% 



3.4% 



Aroostook County Unorganzed Territory 
2010 Resident Population Census 




U.S. Census Bureau Information 




Chrltlien 




Adult 




Homes 


1 




Popiilfition 


0 to 


4 yrs 




5 to 14 yrs 


15 to 17 yrs 


18 yrs and older 


Year Round 


Seasona 


1 




19SD 




2000 




2010 


2000 


201 0 




200a 


2D10 


.2000 


2010 


20D0 




2010 


20D0 


2010 


2000 


2Q10 


AroDstQok: 




































1 






Centiiil' 




117 




SS 




116 


4 


B 




5 


9 


2 


3 


84 




10D 


50 


60 


'■ "297 


230 




Coniioi 




468 




"424 




457 


21 


IS 




74 


55 


[ 17^ 


25 


312 




359 


190: 


183 


"3 


B 


Noitliwefet 




45 




27 




' 10 


0 


0 




1 


D 


1 


0 


25 




10 




14; 


B 


2B9 


308 




South " 




404 




4B6 




3B6 


g," 


16 




76 


20 




14 


363 




336 


201 


175 


270 


285 




S<|ii<iie Liike 




564 




B15 




594 




22' 


13 




■ 6D' 


■ 29 


25 


12 




588 




540 




317 


295 


7B9 


736 








1,530 




1,647 




1,5B5 


56 


53 


216 


113 


83 


54 


1,292 


1,345 


772 


721 


1,648 


1,559 








1 




















1 ! 






Township deorganiEod June, 1990 and population added to Central 






















I 




**Bensdicta deorganized February, 19B7 and population added to South 


1 
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UNORGANIZED TERRITORY 





2D0B 


2089 


Services: 








KUdUiJDr SU y Ub/J^UUI IL VVUl Ki ^ 




$ 193 


200 


•Ji 1 u vv r\ci 1 lUYa t 


246 900 


243 


520 


1 1 1 imnc-^ tla n^■^ na Otai^n vy-al 

LJ urr fpiif [jLd yc "crriUYii! 




119 


B9B 


Fir£ Protection/Public SsfBty 


105,196 


119 


B67 


Cemeteries 




3 


aoD 


Ambulance 


55,B50 


48 


900 


Streetlights 


9, BSD 


10 


910 


Snowmobile Trails 


1,500 


1 


506 


Polling Places 


9,205 


9 


520 


Recreation 


10,730 


12 


130 


Senior Citizens 


10,605 


1 1 


442 


Animal Control 


1,300 


2 


900 


Comfn/NiMDC/Fed, St, County Program; 


30,542 


38 


511 


E91 1/EMA 


4,324 


4 


535 


M isc(Audit/lnsu ranees) 


2, BOO 


15 


100 


Totsi Services 


779,844 


B41 


431 


Other 








Contingent 


3,954 




0 


Capital - Reserve 


270,650 


377 


366 


Capital - Outlay 


0 




D 


Debt 


0 




0 


Total Other 


274.604 


277 


365 


Administratton 


52,508 


55 


940 


Total Appropnations 


1,106,956 


1 ,174 


736 


Confirmation of Assessments 








Estimated Revenues: 








Local Road Assistance 


64,168 


B5 


300 


Excise Taxes 


215,008 


232 


500 


Snowmobile 


1,508 


1 


506 


OtherlrteresWerartafMisc. 


6,908 


27 


ao6 


Total Estimated Revenues 


287,488 


327 


100 


Undesignated Fund Balance 


20,008 


25 


000 


TaxComrnitment $ 


799,476 


$ 822 


B36 



ANALYSIS OF BUDGET PROPOSALS - COUNTIES 
Six Year Camparison Ended June 30, 2013 



AmostDok 



I nnnp?! c'P 

I I 1 L C o- C 






1 ncre ase 




Increase 




ncrease 




1 ncrea se 


[-] Decnease 


2010 


f-) Decrease 


2011 


f-) Decrease 


2012 


f-1 Decnease 


2013 


(-) Decrease 


5 .7% 


t 197,814 


2 .4% ; 


: 192,688 


-2,6% $ 


199,797 


3.7% $ 


209,877 


5,0% 


0 .2% 


259 


595 


4 .0% 


272,818 


5.1% 


272!520 


-0.1% 


283,095 


3,9% 


IS .8% 


115 


906 


-3.1% 


113,011 


1.7% 


119,513 


1 .3% 


124,153 


3,9% 


13.8% 


139 


B07 


1 6 .7% 


143 ^459 


2,8% 


148,345 


3.4% 


162,696 


9.7% 


3D .0% 


3 


900 


0 .0% 


3|gao 


0,0% 


3,100 


-20 .5% 


3,100 


0,0% 


-12.4% 


50 


514 


3 .3% 


43.439 


-13.9% 


43,234 


-0.6% 


34,634 


-19,8% 


104% 


11 


850 


6 .6% 


11 ,880 


0.3% 


11,880 


0.0% 


11,605 


-2,3% 


D .0% 


1 


500 


0.0% 


1 ,500 


0.0% 


1,500 


0.0% 


1,500 


0.0% 


3 .4% 


9 


B20 


1 .1% 


5,130 


-4B,7% 


5,130 


0.0% 


8,380 


24 ,4 % 


13.0% 


13 


720 


13.1% 


12,742 


-7,1% 


13,090 


2.7% 


9,380 


-28,3% 


7 .B% 


17 


994 


57 .3% 


17,151 


-4.7% 


16,651 


-2.9% 


18,851 


0,0% 


123-1% 


5 


050 


74.1% 


5,050 


0,0% 


6,500 


e.9% 


5,500 


0,0% 


26.1% 


30 


514 


-20.8% 


39,013 


27,9% 


48,342 


23.9% 


29.420 


-39.1% 


4 .9% 


5 


101 


14.5% 


3,008 


-42,1% 


3,132 


4.1% 


5,374 


71.8% 


4BQ .8% 


15,300 


1 .3% 


ia.B39 


3,3% 


B.36D 


-61 .8% 


6.DB0 


-44% 


7.9% 


878,155 


4 .4% 


886,478 


0,9% 


898,094 


0.1% 


909,483 


1 -3% 


0.0% 




0 


6.0% 


0 


0,0% 


0 


0.0% 


0 


0,0% 


2.6% 


297,050 


7.1% 


325,300 


9 5% 


320,250 


-1 .6% 


320,700 




a .0% 




0 


0.0% 


0 


0,0% 


0 


0.0% 


0 


0.0% 


0.0% 




0 


0.0% 


0 


0.0% 


0 


0.0% 


0 


0,0% 


1 .0% 


297,050 


7.1% 


325.300 


9,5% 


320,250 


-1 .8% 


320.700 


0,1% 


B .5% 


58,7B0 


5.0% 


60,538 


3,1% 


68,920 


0.5% 


61,609 


1.0% 


6.1% 


1,233,965 


5 .0% 


1,272.366 


3.1% 


1,279,264 


0 .5% 


1,291,892 


1,0% 



1.7% 61,548 -5.7% 

S.1% 232,500 0.0% 

0.0% 1,500 0.0% 

3D3.B% 28,000 0 .7% 

13-8% 323,548 -1.1% 

25 .D% 25.000 0 .0% 

2.8% $ 885417 7.6% 



54,576 


-11.3% 


62,280 


230,000 


-1.1% 


238,080 


1 ,500 


0.0% 


1,580 


33, DOG 


17.9% 


32,480 


319,076 


-14% 


326,180 


20,000 


-20.0% 


0 


933,290 


54% 


953,164 



14.0% 62,000 -0,3% 

0.0% 232,000 0,9% 

0-0% 1,500 0,0% 

-1 .3% 23.000 -29.0% 

2.2% 313.500 -2.3% 

-100.0% 0 0-0% 



2.1% 973,192 2-1% 



Franklin County Unorganzed Territory 
2010 Resident Population Census 



3B-6 
Mass 
Oore 












- 








CliiUlien 




A^lult 




Homes 








M 1 






Preschool 




Elementary 




Secondary 




Population 




Year 








h 


Populatr 


on 




0 to 4 yrs 




5 to 


1 


4 yrs 




15tQ 1 


7 yrs 




18 yrs and older 




Round 


Seasonal 








iggp 




2000 


2010 




2000 




2010 




2D00 




2010 




2000 




2010 




2000 


2010 




2010 


2010 


Frankfin: 


















































East Central 




459 






~808 




27 




27 




89 




94 




23 




41 




387 


646 




350 


^""278 




North 




21 




411 


' 61 




0 




2 




-3 




5 




2 




3 




30 


51 




27 


400 








SB 




70 


69 




2 




7 




15 




4 




5 




4 




43 


54 




27 1 


22 ' 




West Central 




0 




0, 


0 




0 




0 




0 




0 




0 




0 




0 


0 




qI 


28 




Vtyman 




65 




Yd 


1 8S 




1 




6 




7 




4 








4 




'61 


74 




42 


120 




"^Madrid 




173 




" 173 






10 




*N/A 




27 




Wa 




""4 




'N/A 




■132' 


*N/A 






*N,'A 








779 




860 


1,026 




40 




42 




147 




107 




35 




52 




658 


825 




44B 


848 
















































1 


1 




*Madrid Reorganization effective July, 2000, added to East Central in tine 2010 census 










1 


1 



18 



UN ORGAN IZED TER Rl TORY 



ANALYSES OF BUDGET PROPOSALS - COUNTIES 
Six Year ComparisDn Ended June 30, 2013 
Franklin 









Increase 




Increase 




n crease 




Increase 




In crease 




2008 


2009 


(-) Decrease 


2010 


(-) Decrease 


2011 


i-) DeciEase 


2012 


£-) Decrease 


2013 


(-) Decrease 


























Roads/Bridges 3 


; 170,5DQ ; 


t 172,300 


0,9% $ 


183,800 


B.9% i 


; 188,500 


2.0% 


$ 185,720 


-1,5% : 


£ 186,945 


0.7% 


Snow Removal 


283,582 


231,452 


0 .6% 


304,858 


25.2% 


373,6B3 


2.4% 


372,358 


-0,4% 


364,858 


-2.0% 


Dumps 


1Q5,B33 


104,360 


-1 ,0% 


10B,3BB 


1 .7% 


111,806 


5,1% 


107,869 


-3.5% 


100,110 


-7-2% 


Fire ProtectlGn 


74,506 


76,025 


2,0% 


83,076 


9.3% 


90,512 


16,2% 


97,230 


0.7% 


98,830 


1.B% 


CemeteriBS 


2,SB0 


3,518 


18.1% 


4,662 


32.2% 


3,319 


-15.8% 


3,955 


0,9% 


S,6DS 


117,7% 


Ambulance 


50,415 


57,544 


2.0% 


51,780 


-10.0% 


51,021 


-1,5% 


49,759 


-2,5% 


57,029 


14,6% 


Street Lights 


300 


8D0 


0,0% 


BOO 


0.0% 


4DQ 


-50.0% 


50D 


25.0% 


500 


0.0% 


Snowmobile Trails 


0 


0 


0.0% 


0 


0.0% 


0 


0.0% 


0 


0.0% 


0 


0.0% 


Polling Places 


0 


0 


Q.0% 


0 


0.0% 


0 


0.0% 


0 


0.0% 


0 


0,0% 


Recreation 


D 


0 


0.0% 


0 


0.0% 


0 


0.0% 


0 


0.0% 


0 


0.0% 


Senior Citizens 


0 


0 


0.0% 


0 


0.0% 


0 


0.0% 


0 


Q.0% 


0 


0.0% 


Animal Control 


z ,UUIJ 


T nnn 


n no/ 


T nnn 

Z ,LIUU 


U ,U /O 


1 nnn 
1 ,UUU 


n no/ 

U.U /o 


fDli 


Tc; no/ 


i^nn 


-J J. J /o 


Community Contributions 


0 


0 


0.0% 


0 


0,0% 


0 


0.Q% 


0 


0.0% 




0.0% 


E91 1 


2 DQQ 


n 

U 




n 
U 




J ,uuu 


n no/r. 

u .U /o 






Z,OU u 


U.U AO 


Misc. (Audit) 


0 


1,500 


0.0% 


1,500 


0,0% 


1,500 


100.0% 


1 ,500 


0.0% 


1,500 


0.0% 
























New 


Total Services 


704,460 


70B,4Sa 


0.7% 


708,852 


1 1 .2% 


833,351 


4.3% 


622,141 


-1 .3% 


826,331 


0.5% 


Other: 
























Contingent 


D 


D 


0 .0% 


D 


D.0% 


0 


D.D% 


0 


D.D% 






Capital/Paving Resen/e 


151 ,503 


178,500 


16.5% 


31,500 


-B2.2% 


101,500 


222,2% 


101,500 


0,0% 


125,000 


23.2% 


Capital - Outlay 


0 


0 


0,0% 


0 


0.0% 


D 


0.0% 


0 


0,0% 


1,500 




Debt 


0 


0 


0,0% 


0 


0.0% 


0 


0.0% 


0 


0.0% 


0 




f Dt3f utner 


i □ 1 ,3UU 


1 rb,DUU 


1 B.5% 


31 ,500 


-82.2% 


1 01 ,500 


222.2% 


1u1 ,500 


0.0% 


1 26,500 


24.6% 


Administration 


42,79B 


44,299 


3.5% 


41,518 


-6.3% 


46,743 


12.6% 


46,162 


-1.2% 


47,644 


3.2% 


Total Appropriations 


898,704 


930,238 


3 .5% 


871 ,370 


-B .3 % 


B81 ,594 


1 2 .B % 


960,823 


-1 .2% 


1 ,000,525 


3 2%, 


Confirmation of Assessments 
























Estimated Revenues: 
























Local Road Assistance 


61,432 


58,932 


-4.1% 


50,932 


0.0% 


58,932 


0.0% 


58,932 


O.D% 


58,332 


0.0% 


Excise Taxes 


a7!a30 


ioo!ooo 


14.9% 


iod'.odo 


0.0% 


lOD^ODO 


0.0% 


100 000 


0.0% 


100!0DD 


0.0% 


Snowmobile 


400 


400 


0.0% 


300 


-25.0% 


3D0 


-25.0% 


300 


0.0% 


300 


0.0% 


Interest 












13,000 








1,500 




Other 


15,000 


20,000 


33.3% 


15,000 


-25.0% 


10,000 


-33.3% 


1 1 ,500 


15.0% 


10,000 


-13.0% 


Total Estimated Revenues 


103,832 


179,332 


9.5% 


174,232 


-2.8% 


179,232 


2.9% 


170,732 


-4.7% 


170,732 


0-0% 


Surplus 
















90,000 




90,000 


0.0% 


Less 10% Expenditures 
















96,932 




100,052 


3.2% 


Net Surplus 
















-6,932 




-10,052 


44.0% 


Undesignated Fund Balance/ 


130,124 


96,972 


-25.5% 


132.813 


37.0% 


201.841 


52.0% 


163,750 


-10.9% 


1 60,600 


-1.9% 


Total Deductions 
























Tax Commitment $ 


604,300 3 


; 653,984 


0.1% $ 


564,825 


-13.6% $ 


600,521 


6,3% 


606,073 


34,2% 


839,845 


42% 



Hancock County Unorganzed Territory 
2010 Resident Population Census 




U.S. Census Bureau Information 




ChiUlien 




AOiilt 




Homes 






Po 


p<il<iti«ii 




D to 4 yrs 




5 to 14 yrs 




15 to 17 yrs 




18 yrs and older 




Year Round 




Seasona 






1990 


2D0D 




2010 




2000 


2010, 




2000 


2010 




2000 


2010 




2000 


2010 




2000 




201Q_ 




2000 


2010 


Hancock: 




















































Central 




13B! 


138 




117 






" 2 




20 


12 




8 






~ '105 


99 




71 




55 




31 


34 




East 




40 




73 




94 




1 


6 




a 


14 






r 5 




' BOj 


B9 




35 




38 




545 


637 




Northwest. 




0 




4 




2 




0 


0 




0 


0 




G 


0 




4: 


2 




2 




1 




IB 


19 








178 




215 




213 




6 


e 




28 


26 




12 


9 




1B9. 


170 




108 




94 




594 


B90 

























































20 



UNORGANIZED TERRITORY 



ANALYSIS OF BUDGET PROPOSALS - COUNTIES 



Six Year Ccmparisan Ended June 30, 201 3 
Hanrnnk 









Increase 




n crease 




Increase 




Increase 




Increase 




7ans 


2nQa 


f-) Decrease 


2010 


(-) LlRnreasR 


2011 


(-) Decrease 


201? 


He mas R 


2013 


iA np.nrRasR 


ServlcEs: 
























Roads/Bridges i 


I 45,756 $ 


49,044 


7,2% < 


f 50,079 


2.1% i 


f 56,524 


12.9% 


53,524 


0,0%$ 


50,524 


0,0% 


Snow Removal 


70,005 


B2,Q00 


-11,4% 


70,000 


12.9% 


70,000 


0.0% 


70,000 


0,0% 


70,000 


0,0% 


Solid Waste 


42,000 


28,000 


-33,3% 


28,000 


0.0% 


20,000 


0.0% 


28,000 


0.0% 


28.000 


0,0% 


Fire Protectinn 


23,000 


20,000 


-13.0% 


20,000 


0.0% 


20,000 


0.0% 


20,000 


0,0% 


20,000 


0.0% 


Cemeteries 


D 


0 


0.0% 


0 


0.0% 


0 


0.0% 


0 


0,0% 


D 


0.0% 


Ambulance 


0 


0 


0.0% 


0 


0,0% 


0 


0.0% 


0 


0.0% 


0 


0.0% 


Street Lights 


0 


0 


0.0% 


0 


0,0% 


0 


0.0% 


0 


0.0% 


0 


0.0% 


Snowmobile Trails 


0 


0 


0.0% 


0 


0.0% 


0 


0.0% 


D 


0.0% 


0 


0,0% 


Polling Places 


150 


150 


0.0% 


150 


0,0% 


150 


0.0% 


150 


0.0% 


15D 


0.0% 


Recreation 


0 


0 


0.0% 


0 


0.0% 


0 


0.0% 


0 


0.0% 


0 


0.0% 


Senior Citizens 


a 


D 


0.0% 


0 


0 .0% 


0 


0.0% 


0 


0.0% 


0 


0,0% 


Animal Controi 


1,000 


1,000 


0.0% 


1,000 


0,0% 


500 


0.0% 


500 


0.0% 


500 


0.0% 


Community Contributions 


750 


671 


100.0% 


1,DD0 


4B.0% 


0 


-100.0% 


1,000 


100.0% 


1,000 


0.0% 


E91 l/Regianal Camm. 


2,500 


2,500 


D.0% 


2,500 


0.0% 


B,000 


100.4% 


6,500 


G.3% 


6,667 


0.9% 


Misc. Op. Costs/Travel, etc. 


12,300 


10,400 


-15.4% 


11,300 


8.7% 


21,490 


90.2% 


25,199 


17.3% 


25,215 


0.1% 


Total Services 


107,461 


173,705 


-12.0% 


1G4,029 


5 .9% 


202,064 


10.1% 


207,873 


2.6% 


207,843 


0.0% 


Other 
























Contingent 


0 


0 


0.0% 


0 


0.0% 


0 


D.D% 


D 


0.0% 




0.0% 


Capital/Paving Reserve 


D 


11,461 


100.0% 


12,723 


11 .0% 


2,500 


-BD.4% 


a,Doo 


140.0% 


6,000 


0.0% 


Capital - Outlay 


D 


0 


0.0% 


0 


0.0% 




0.0% 


0 


0.0% 


0 


O.D% 


DeLit 


D 


0 


0.0% 


0 


0.0% 




0.0% 


0 


0.0% 


0 


0.0% 


Total Ottier 


0 


11,461 


100.0% 


12,723 


1 1 .0% 


2,500 


-80,4% 


6,000 


140.0% 


6,000 


0.0% 


Administration 


10,512 


9,261 


-11.9% 


9,633 


B.2% 


10,253 


4.3% 


10,394 


4.3% 


10,697 


0.0% 


Total Appropriations 


197,007 


194 .48 7 


-1 .3% 


200,590 


B.2% 


215,422 


4.3% 


224,567 


4.2% 


224,643 


D.0% 


Confirmation of Assessments 
























Estimated Revenues: 
























Local Road Assistance 


12,732 


12,732 


0,0% 


12,732 


0.0% 


12,732 


0.0% 


12,732 


0.0% 


12,732 


0.0% 


Excise Taxes 


13,000 


IB, 000 


23.1% 


13,000 


0.0% 


16,000 


0.0% 


10,000 


0,0% 


1B,000 


0.0% 


Snowmobile 


ID 


10 


0,0% 


10 


0.0% 


ID 


0.0% 


10 


0,0% 


10 


0.0% 


Interest 












0 


0.0% 


0 


0.0% 


1,000 




Qher 


620 


020 


32,3% 


820 


0.0% 


820 


0.0% 


020 


0,0% 


20 


-97.6% 


Total Estimated Revenues 


2B,3B2 


29,562 


12.1% 


29,562 


0.0% 


29,562 


0.0% 


29,532 


0.0% 


29,762 


0,7% 


Undesignated Fund Balance 


0 


0 


0.0% 


22.523 


100.0% 


27,318 


2 1 .2% 


40,000 


46.4% 


36.736 


-8.2% 



TaxCommitment $ 17D.B45 $ 164.925 -34% $ 154,505 -6.3% $ 156,542 2.B% $ 155,005 



-2.2% $ 



150,145 



2.0% 



Kennebec County Unorganzed Territory 
2010 Resident Population Census 




U.S. Census Bureau Information 






Children 




Adult 




Homes 


1 




P( 


>[)iilati 


on 


0 to 4 yrs 


5 to 14 yrs 


15 to 17 yrs 


10 yrs and older 


Year 


Round 


Seasonal 


! 




'1990 


2000 


2010 


20DD 


2010 


2000 


2010 


2000 


2010 


2000 


2010 


20D0 


2010 


2000 


2010 


Kennebec: 






! 










f 


1 
























Uniiy Township 




31 


43 


1 


0 


2 


5 


3 


2 


25 


3B 


15 


19 


5 


0 








3B 


31 


43 




1 


0 


2 


5 


3 


2 




25 


36 


15 


19 


5 


0 



22 



UNORGANIZED TERRITORY 



2EI]a 2flm 

Services; 

Reads/Bridges $ 0 $ Q 

SnowRemoval 4,600 55DQ 

Solid Waste 2,500 3500 

Fire PmtEction I.EDD 1500 

CemetEries D 0 

Ambulance 0 0 

Street Lights D 0 

Snowmobile Trails 0 Q 

Polling Places 0 0 

Recrcaticn 0 Q 

Senior Citizens 0 0 
Animal Control Officer 

AnirTiai Control Shelter 0 0 

Cormmunity Contributions 0 0 

91 IE D 150 

Audit 1,200 13DD 

Miscellaneous 



j;^ Total Services B.800 1 1 .B5D 
Other: 

Contingent 3,000 1500 

Capital- Reserve 0 0 

Capital - OLJtlay 0 0 

Debt 0. 0 

Total Other 3,000 1,500 

Administration 640 BBB 



Total Appropriations 13,440 14,018 

Confirmation of Assessments 
Estimated Revenues: 

Local Road Assistance 2,220 21B4 

Excise Taxes B,5E0 6605 

Snowmobile Q 0 

Other D_ 0 

Total Estimated Revenues B,726 B,789 

Undesignated Fund Balance 4. 4 OB 434B 

Tax Commitment $ 300 $ 3B1 



ANALYSIS OF BUDGET PROPOSALS - COUNTIES 
Six Year Compansen Ended June 30, 3013 
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Oxford County Unorganzed Territory 
2010 REsroENT Population Census 




U.S. Census Bureau Information 
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ANALYSIS OF BUDGET PROPOSALS - COUNTIES 



Six Year Comparison Ended June 3D, 2013 
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Confirmation of Assessments 














Estimated Revenues: 
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Penobscot County Unorganzed Territory 
2010 Resident Population Census 




U.S. Census Bureau InfBrmatton 
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UNORGANIZED TERRITORY 



Services: 

Roads/Bridges 
Snow Removal 
Solid Waste 
Fire Protection 
Cemeteries 
Ambulance 
Street Lights 
Snowriobile Trails 
Palling Places 
Recreation 
Senior Citizens 
Animal Control 
Community Contributions 
£91 1 

Misc. [AuditfBank Fees) 

Total Services 

Otlier: 

Contingent 

Capital/Paving - Resen/e 
Capital - Outlay 
Debt 

Total Other 

Adnninistrstian 

Total Appropriatians 

Confirmation of Assessments 
Estimated Revenues: 
Local Road Assistance 
Excise Taxes 
Snownnbile 

OttiErContracts/lntj'URlP 



0 

so.aoci 
a 
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50,000 



54,393 



1,142,243 



125,000 
130,000 
600 
54,575 

310,175 



Total Estimated Revenues 
Undesignated Fund Balance 
Tax Commitment $ 832,038 



0 



ANALYSIS OF BUDQET PROPOSALS - COUNTIES 
Six Year Compatison Ended June 3D, 201 3 
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Piscataquis County Unorganzed Territory 
2010 Resident Population Census 




U.S. Census Bureau Infarmation 
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UNORGANIZED TERRITORY 



to 



Roads/Bridges 
Snow Removal 
Dumps 

Fire Protection 
Cemeteries 
Ambulance 
Street Lights 
Snowmobile Trails 
Polling Places 
Recreation 
Senior Citizens 
Animal Cantrol 
Communitv Contributions 

pan 

Miscellaneous 

Total Services 

Other: 

Contingent 

Capital/Paving - Reserve 
Capital - Outlay 
Debt 

Total Other 

Administration 

Total Appropriations 

Confirmation of Assessments 
Estimated Revenues: 
Local Road Assistance 
Excise Taxes 
Snowmobile/ATV 
Otherlnt/Recvclinp, etc. 

Total Estimated Revenues 

Undesignated Fund Balance 

Tax Co mmitment 



ANALYSIS OF BUDGET PROPOSALS - COUNTIES 
Six Year Comparison Ended June 30, 2013 
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3.4% 


205,431 


339,000 


14.7% 


330, B5D 


12.3% 


109,579 


115 100 


5.0% 


122,600 


6.5% 


7,600 


9,800 


28.9% 


7,800 


-20.4% 


10,000 


gioDO 


-10.0% 


10,000 


11.1% 


D 


0 


0.0% 


D 


0.0% 


3,000 


3,000 


0.0% 


5,000 


0.0% 


1,250 


1,500 


20.0% 


1 ,5DD 


0.0% 


0 


0 


0.0% 


D 


0.0% 


0 


0 


D.0%1 


0 


0.0% 


2,500 


3,500 


40.0% 


5,500 


40.0% 


liooo 


0 


-100.0% 


0 


-100.8% 


8,000 


a,7Q0 


100.0% 


9,100 


4,6% 


15,000 


5B.000 


273.3% 


33,B13 


-39.4% 


1,120,458 


1 ,372,000 


31.5% 


1,431,700 


4.4% 


0 


0 


0.0% 


u 


u .u /o 


01,000 


81,000 


0.0% 


170,000 


109.9%: 


0 


0 


0.0% 


U 


U.U /o 


Q 


0 


0.0% 


0 


0.0% 


81,000 


81,000 


0.0% 


170,000 


109.9% 


60,523 


60,523 


0.0% 


80,005 


32.3% 


1,270,981 


1 ,513,523 


19.1%! 


1.081,785 


11.1% 


04,000 


84,000 


0,0% 


84,000 


0.0%i 


155,000 


155,000 


0,0% 


160,000 


3.2% 


1,000 


1,000 


0,0% 


775 


-22,5% 


36,530 


30,530 


0-0% 


47,660 


30,5% 


276,530 


276,630 


0,0% 


292,435 


5.8% 


92,014 


32,914 


100.0% 


0 


-100.0% 


901,537 i 


f 1,144,079 


26.9% 


$ 1,389,350 


21.4% 





increase 




Increase 




Increase 


2[} 1 


[-) Decrease 


1 / 




2013 


[-J Decrease 


238,500 


-25.3% 


220,000 


-0.1 %$ 


411,000 


86.8% 


538,000 


0.6% 


537,500 


-8,1% 


520,000 


-3.3% 


317,500 


-16.6% 


280,800 


-1 1 .6% 


289,425 


3.1% 


106,100 


-13.5% 


39,400 


-6.3% 


103,080 


3.6% 


6,600 


-15.4% 


7,600 


15,2% 


7,600 


0.0% 


12,500 


26.0% 


12,500 


0.0% 


12.545 


0.4% 


1,800 


0.0% 


750 


-58.3% 


1,425 


90.0% 


5,000 


0.0% 


5,000 


D.0% 


5,000 


0.0% 


1 ,5UU 


n rnv. 


1 1 ^^n 

1 , 1 


-23 3% 


1 ,1 DO 


-4.3% 


4,713 


100-0% 


4,713 


0.0%! 


4J13 


0.0% 


0 


0.0% 


0 


0.0%, 


0 


0.0%. 


6,500 


0.0% 


5,500 


0.0% 


5,500 


0.0% 


0 


0.0% 


0 


0.0% 


0 


0.0% 


U 


- ! uu .u /o 


1 Rnn 


inn n% 


9,450 


490.6% 


43,250 


27-5% 


60,775 


40.5% 


53!65D 


-11.7% 


1,281,SB3 


-10.5% 


1,237,288 


-3.5% 


1,424,408 


15.1% 


n 
u 


0 0% 


0 


0,8% 


U 


0.0% 


126,000 


-25.9% 


194,000 


54.8% 


0 


0,0% 


0 


0.0% 


0 


0,0% 


0 


0,0% 


0 


0.0% 


0 


0,0% 


0 


0,0% 


126,000 


-25.9% 


194,000 


54.0% 


0 


-100,0% 


70,000 


-1 2.6% 


71 ,638 


2.3% 


69,414 


-3.1%. 


1,477,963 


-12,1% 


1,502,926 


1 .7% 


1 ,403,822 


-0.6%. 


01,000 


-3.6% 


81,000 


0.0% 


31,000 


0,0% 


155,000 


-3.1% 


140,000 


-9.7% 


140,000 


0,0% 


1,000 


29.0% 


2,000 


100.0% 


2,000 


Q.Q% 


30,130 


-20.0% 


48.070 


26.1% 


22,450 


-53,3% 


275.130 


-5.9% 


271 ,070 


-1.5% 


245,450 


-a. 6% 


169,260 


100.0% 


266,000 


56.6% 


300,000 


13.2% 


: 1,033,573 


-2.6% 


966,653 


-6.5% 


948,372 


-1.9% 



Somerset County Unorganzed Territory 
2010 Resident Population Census 
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ANALYSIS OF BUDGET PROPOSALS - COUNTIES 
Six Year Comparison Ended June 3D, 2013 
Somerset 





2008 


2009 


Increase 
(-1 Decrease 


2010 


Increase 
(-] Decrease 


201 1 


Increase 
(-■) Decrease 


2012 


Increase 
[-] Decrease 


2013 


Increase 
f-1 Decrease 


Sen/ices: 

Roads/Bridges $ 

Snow Removal 

Waste Management 

Fire Protection 

Cemeteries 

Ambulance 

Street Lights 

Snowmobile Trails 

Palling Places 

Comm Bldg - Roclwood 

Animal Controi 

Program Ssfvices 

UT Services Assist. 

Miscellaneous 


171,250 
282,005 
213,224 
101,788 
6,800 
17,727 
4,000 
15,848 
1,500 
6,392 
4.000 
9,200 
36,058 
0 


$ 179,493 
257,417 
215,357 
119, BB6 
0,900 
20,225 
4,200 
15,84B 
1,500 
7,100 
4,000 
6,200 
3B,B13 
0 


4.8% : 
-8.7% 

1 .0% 
17.8% 

0.0% 
47,9% 

5 ,0% 

0,0% 

0,0%i 
11 .1% 

0.0% 
-32,6% 

1 ,5% 

0.0% 


t 197,930 
307,253 
202,485 
129,517 
7,000 
28,783 
5,300 
13,857 
1,800 
7,650 
4,000 
B,2D0 
36,507 
0 


10.3% 
19.4% 
-6.0% 
B.1% 
2.0% 
0.8% 
26.2% 
-12.6% 
20.0% 
7,7% 
3,0% 
0.0% 
5.2% 
D.D% 


$ 223,025 
351,583 
105,220 
121,602 
7,000 
26,199 
5,300 
13,857 
1 ,900 
9,100 
4,OD0 
7,800 
40,523 
D 


13.1%$ 
14.4% 
-3.6% 
-6,1% 
0,0% 
-2.0% 
0.0% 
3,0% 
5,B% 
19,0% 
0.0% 
25.0% 
5.2% 
0.0% 


223,269 
377,591 
210,500 
124,700 
7,160 
28,150 
5,500 
13,857 
1 ,900 
9,750 
4,600 
7,800 
58,059 
0 


-0.7% $ 
7.4% 
7.8% 
2.5%i 
1 .4% 

-0.2% 
3,8% 
0,0% 
0,0% 
7.1% 
0.0% 
D.0% 

43.3% 
D.0% 


227,364 
417,173 
203,567 
104,135 
8,000 
39,153 
5,700 
1B,400 
2,400 
11,700 
5,200 
9,300 
58,767 
0 


2 .3% 
10.5% 
-3-3% 
-16.5% 
12.7% 
39.1% 

3,6% 
16,4% 

20,3% 
30 ,3%o 
6,4% 
1 ,2% 
O.D% 


Total Seri'icES 


869,792 


880,619 


1 .2% 


950,347 


7.9% 


1,010,039 


6.3% 


1,071 ,176 


6.1% 


1.107,959 


3.4% 


Other: 

Contingent 

Capital - Reserv-e 

Capital - Outlay- Rockwood Fin 

Vehicle 

Debt 


0 

1 04,boH 
0 

Q 


D 

^ / LI|LI 

0 
0 


O.D% 

in 7% 
J □ . f /O 

0.0% 
D.0% 


0 

235 410 

0 

0 


0.0% 
- 1 3 .8%i 
0.0% 

0.0% 


0 

225,600 
0 

0 


D.D% 
-4.1% 
D.0% 

0,0% 


0 

325,000 
7,000 

0 


0.0% 
43.9% 
100.0% 

D.0% 


0 

484,764 
12,000 
15,006 
0 


0.0% 
49.2% 
71 .4% 

NEW 

0-0% 


Total Other 


104,653 


270,075 


38 ,7% 


235,419 


-12.8% 


226,800 


-4,1% 


332,000 


47-0% 


511,764 


54-1% 


Administration 


53,222 


57,535 


8.1% 


59,288 


3,0% 


81 ,790 


4.2% 


63,637 


11,0% 


69,520 


1 .3% 


Total Approp nations 


1,117,672 


1 ,208,239 


8.1% 


1,245,054 


3,0% 


1,297,599 


4.2% 


1,471,783 


13.4% 


1,689,143 


14,8% 


Confimnation of Assessments 
Estimated Revenues: 
Local Road Assistance 
Excise Taxes 
Snowmobile 
Other 


BB,B48 
140,000 
1,400 
41,263 


70,170 
140,000 
1,400 
43,513 


1 .9% 

0.0% 
0.0% 
5.5% 


67,268 

146,000 
1,500 
39,438 


-4,1% 

4.3% 

7.1%! 

-9.3% 


74,268 
146,862 
2,908 
50,771 


104% 
0.6% 
93.9% 
28.6% 


74,288 
1 26,000 
2,500 
39,794 


0.3% 

-14.9% 
-14.0% 
-21.6% 


B8.308 
135,000 
1 ,300 
21,911 


-8.6% 

e.0% 

-48.0% 
-44.9% 


Total Estimated Revenues 


251,611 


355,089 


1 .4% 


254,256 


-0.3% 


274,829 


8.1% 


241,582 


-12.1% 


226,519 


-6.3% 


Undesignated Fund Balance 


26,154 


8B,BB6 


239,0% 


102,492 


15.6% 


111 ,240 


8.5% 


89,822 


-19-3% 


74,391 


-17.2% 


Tax Commitment $ 


B4D,DD7 


$ 864,474 


2.9% 


$ 388,308 


2-8% 


$ 911,530 


2,B%$ 


1,140,379 


25,1% $ 


1.388,233 


21 ,7% 



Washington County Unorganzed Territory 
2010 Resident Population Census 
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UNORGANIZED TERRITORY 



2008 

Services: 

Roads/Bridges $ 295,3sa $ 307,614 

SnowRemGVal 327,434 331,415 

Dumps 132,228 89,641 

Fire PratECtlon 57,D2B 55,301 

cemeteries 6,000 5,150 

Ambulance Inc.w/flre Incw/flr^ 

street Llgfits 3,500 1,640 

snellflsh Con. Pnogram 0 0 

polling Places 7,100 2,700 

Recreation 0 0 

Senior Citizens 0 0 

Animal CmtrDi 15,B29 17,327 

Community Contributions 15,700 14,700 

E911 5,000 5,000 

Misc/Equlp. Operations 34,943 39,937 

Total Services 300,152 869,429 

Other: 

Contingent 0 D 

Capital - Reserve 1 16,756 146,250 

Capital- Outlay 0 0 

Debt 0 0 



Total Other 1is,75a 146,250 
Administration 30,507 30,470 



Total Appropriations 1,047,415 1,045,149 

Conftrmatian of Assessments 
Estimated Revenues: 

Local Road Assist/UR 104,756 106,372 

Excise Taxes 190,000 197,395 

SnowtuoEiiie 600 31 1 

OthenRent/Recycie, e 25,300 25,700 

Total Estimated Revenues 310,653 323,773 

Undesignated Fund Balance 25,000 30,000 



TaKCDmmitment $ 711,759 $ 686,371 



ANALYSIS OF BUDGET PROPOSALS - COUNTIES 
Six Year Compadson Ended June 30, 2013 
Washlhdton 



4.1% $ 


309,321 


D,6% $ 


304,105 


-1 .7% 


1 .2% 


417,480 


26.0% 


429,039 


2.8% 


-33.0% 


8H,HB6 


1 .5% 


105,259 


17,0% 


-3.0% 


56,326 


1 .9% 


57,359 


1 ,3% 


-14.2% 


6,450 


25.2% 


5,700 


-1 1 ,e% 


0.0% 


Inc. w/fire 


0.0% 


Inc. wfflre 


0.0% 


-53,1% 


69D 


-57.5% 


965 


39,9% 


0,0% 


29,577 


100.0% 


23,402 


^.0% 


-62,0% 


2,B0O 


3.7% 


3,200 


14.3% 


D.0% 


0 


0.0% 


0 


0.0% 


0.0% 


0 


0,0% 


0 


0.0% 


9.5% 


20,296 


17,1% 


19,573 


-3.6% 


-6.4% 


14,700 


0,0% 


15,900 


B.2% 


0.0% 


5,D0D 


0.0% 


5,000 


D.0% 


14.3% 


12,7SD 


-60.1% 


12,300 


-3,5% 



-3.4% 365,356 1 1 .0% 986,802 2,2% 

0.0% 0 O.C% 0 0.0% 

25,3% 126,000 -13.0% 1 19,500 -5.2% 

a 0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

D.D% 0 0,0% D_ 0.0% 

25.3% 126,000 -13,B% 119,500 -5.2% 

-0.1% 33,137 25.4% 3S.721 14% 

-0.1% 1,129,553 8-0% 1.145.023 1.4% 

1,5% 100,392 -5.2% 99,900 -1.0% 

9.7% 176.050 -10.8% 194,495 4.8% 

_4B.2% 433 55.3% 311 -35.6% 

1 .6% 29.530 14,9% 27.343 -7.4% 

6.2% 306,955 -6.9% 312,054 1-7% 

20.0% 60,000 100.0% 50,000 -16.7% 

-3,6% $ 762,593 11.1% $ 782,969 2.7% 



Increase Increase increase 

f-1 Decrease 2010 f-l Decrease 2011 (-) Decrease 





Increase 




increase 


2012 


f- 1 U cLlcdiJC 


2013 


f-1 D ecreasE 


; 311,581 


2-5% $ 


303,090 


-0.6% 


432,987 


0.9% 


465,561 


7.5% 


117,342 


12,0% 


130,137 


104% 


5D.D60 


-12,7% 


53,701 


7.3% 


5.500 


-3.5% 


5.800 


5.5% 


18,463 


100,0% 


64.396 


248.4% 


830 


-14.0% 


825 


-0.6% 


17,736 


-37.6% 


29,793 


68-0% 




-4 7% 


3,360 


9,8% 


0 


0.0% 


0 


0,0% 


0 


n n^/ 

U .U /o 


Q 


0,0% 


B,736 


-55.4% 


37,194 


325.3% 


15,900 


0.0% 


16,950 


6.6% 


5,000 


0.0% 


5,000 


0.0% 


9,248 


-24,3% 


18,100 


95.7% 


936,953 


1 ,0% 


1,139.B87 


14.3% 


0 


0-0% 


Q 


0.0% 


119,000 


-04% 


116,000 


-2.5%. 


D 


U.U /it 




0,0% 


0 


0.0% 


0 


0,0% 


119,000 


-0-4% 


116,000 


-2.5% 


40,174 


3.0% 


31,397 


-21 .8% 


1,156,127 


1-0% 


1,267,284 


1 1 .3% 


99,900 


0-0% 


99,900 


0-0% 


195,702 


6-1% 


225,000 


15,0% 


433 


55.3% 


550 


13.9% 


31,600 


15.5% 


50,900 


61 ,1% 


327,685 


5.0% 


376,350 


14.9% 


20,000 


-60.0% 


75,000 


275.0% 


$ 308,442 


3.3% $ 


835,934 


3.4% 



UNORGANIZED TERRITORIES 
ANALYSIS OF BUDGET PROPOSALS - COUNTIES 
Six Year Comparison Ended June 3D, 2013 
Totals 



Seivices: 

Roads/Bridges/PublicWorks $ 

Snow Removsl/Sand & Salt 

Dumps/Septage Rem aval, etc. 

Fire Prate cticn/Pubilc Safety 

Cemeteries 

Ambulance 

Street Lights 

Snowmobile Trails 

Polling Places 

Recreation/Rockwood Com. Bldg/Libraries 

Senior Citizens 

Animal Control 

Community Contributions, etc 

E91 1/EMA 

UT Sen/ices Asst 

GPS 

MIsc/Audit/RentLand/ 

Shellfish Consen.'ation Prog 
Total Ser^/ices $ 

Other 

Contingent 

Capita l/E quip/Paving Reserve 

Capital - Outlay 

Debt 



Total Other 

Administration 

Total Appropriations 

Confirmation of Assessments 
Estimated Revenues: 
Local Road Assistance 
Excise Taxes 
Snowmobile 

Other Contracts/Re imb./ 
int/Grants, etc 
Total Estimated Revenues 

Undesignated Fund Balance 

Tax Commitment 



43S,9B2 



894,190 
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6.0% 


694,793 
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-0,4% 


47,085 


50,205 


e.8% 


52,042 


3.5% 


48,754 


-B.3% 


189,002 


191,169 


0.6% 


194,777 


1 .9% 


186,209 


-4.4% 


ia,B55 


18,300 


-2.9% 


19,390 


6.0% 
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8.8% 
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20 840 


7 ao/ 
- f , □ /o 


22,357 


7 .2% 
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-2 .2% 


227D5 


13,B7Q 


-13.4% 
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6 .1 % 


16,880 


-19.1% 


17 122 


1 Q T3n 

1 a, ^oU 




2 1 ,370 


11,1% 


2B,555 


24 .3% 


1 Q,BQ5 


1 1 442 


7 OOA 


1 7,994 


57,3% 


19,151 


0,9% 


33^779 


38,377 


1 o .□ /o 


40, I4D 


20.2% 


48,023 


4.1% 


57 1 S2 




6.1 % 


52,414 


-12.8% 


62,713 


19.6% 


57,BB2 


57.498 




60,448 


5.1% 


54 ,68 1 


-9.5% 


74,143 
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Maine Revised Statute Title 30-A 
Chapter 3: COUNPT BUDGET AND FINANCES 

30-A §706-A. LIMITATION ON COUNTY ASSESSMENTS 



1. Definitions. As used in this section, unless the context otherwise indicates, the following terms have the 
following meanings. 

A. "Average real personal income growth" has the same meaning as under Title 5, section 1531, subsection 2. 
[2005, c. 621, §5 (AMD).] 

B. "County assessment" means : 

(1) For the tax year of any county that began prior to January 1, 2009, total annual county appropriations 
reduced by all resources available to fimd those appropriations other than the county tax; or 

(2) For the tax year of any county that begins on or after January 1 , 2009, total annual county 
appropriations for noncorrectional-related services as established in section 701, reduced by all resources 
available to fund those appropriations other than the county tax. [2O07, c. 553, Pt. A, §10 
(AMD) . ] 

C. "Forecasted inflation" has the same meaning as under Tide 5, section 1531, subsection 6. [2005, c. 
621, §6 (AMD) . ] 

D. "Property growth factor" means the percentage equivalent to a fraction , whose denominator is the total 
valuation of all municipalities, plantations and unorganized territory in the county, and whose numerator is the 
amount of increase in the assessed valuation of any real or personal property in those jurisdictions that became 
subject to taxation for the first time, or taxed as a separate parcel for the first time for the most recent property 
tax year for which information is available, or that has had an increase in its assessed valuation over the prior 
year's valuation as a result of improvements to or expansion of the property. The State Tax Assessor shall 
provide to the counties forms and a methodology for the calculation of the property growth factor, and the 
counties shall use those forms and the methodology to establish the property growth factor. [2007, c . 
653, Pt. A, §10 (AMD) . ] 

E. "State and local tax burden" has the same meaning as under Title 5, section 1531, subsection 9. [2005, 
c. 621, §7 (AMD) . ] 

[ 2007, c. 653, Pt. A, §10 (AMD) .] 

2. County assessment limit. Except as otherwise provided in this section, a county may not in any year adopt 
a county assessment that exceeds the county assessment limit established in this subsection. 

A. The comity assessment limit for the first fiscal year for which, this section is effective is the county 
assessment for the county for the immediately preceding fiscal year multiplied by one plus the grovrth 
limitationfactor pursuant to subsections. [2005, c. 2, Pt. B, §§2, 4 (AFF) ; 2005, c. 

2, Pt. B, §1 (NEW); 2005/ c. 12, Pt . WW, §14 (AFF) . ] 

B. TTie county assessment limit for subsequent fiscal years is the comity assessment limit for the preceding year 
multipliedby one plus the growdr limitation factor pursuant to subsection 3. [2005, c. 621, §8 
(AMD) . ] 

C. If a previous year's comity assessment reflects the effect of extraordinary, nonrecurring events, tiie county 
may submit a written notice to the State Tax Assessor requesting an adjustment in its county assessment limit. 
[2005, c. 2, Pt. B, §§2, 4 (AFF); 2005, c. 2, Pt . B, §1 (NEW); 2005, c. 
12, Pt. WW, §14 (AFF).] 

[ 2005, c. 621, §8 (AMD) .] 

3. Growth limitation factor. The growth limitation factor is calculated as follows. 

A. For fiscal years when the State Tax Assessor has determined that the state and local tax burden ranks in the 
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highest 1/3 of all states, the growth limitation factor is average real personal income growth but no more than 
2.75%, plus the property growth factor. [2005, c. 2, Pt . B, §§2, 4 (AFF) ; 2005, c. 2, 
Pt. B, §1 (NEW); 2005, c. 12, Pt . WW, §14 (AFF).] 

B. For fiscal years when the state and local tax burden raiiks in the middle 1/3 of all states, as determined by the 
State Tax Assessor, the growth limitation factor is the average real personal income growth plus forecasted 
inflation plus the property growth factor. [2005, c. 2, Pt. B, §§2, 4 (AFF); 2005, c. 2, 
Pt. B, §1 (NEW); 2005, c. 12, Pt . WW, §14 (AFF).] 

[ 2005, c. 2, Pt. B, §§2, 4 (AFF); 20-05, c. 2, Pt - B, §1 (NEW); 2005, c. 
12, Pt. WW, §14 (AFF) .] 

4. Adjustment for new state funding. If the State provides net new fimdrag to a county for existing services 
funded in whole or in part by the county assessment, other than required state mandate flmds pursuant to section 
5685 that do not displace current county assessment expenditures, the county shall lower its county assessment limit 
in that year in an amount equal to the net new funds. For purposes of this subsection, "net new funds" means the 
amount of flmds received by the coimty from the State in that fiscal year, with respect to services funded in whole or 
in part by the county assessment, less the product of the following: the amount of such funds received in the prior 
fiscal year multiplied by one plus the growth limitation factor described in subsection 3. If a county receives net new 
funds in any fiscal year for which its county assessment limit has not been adjusted as provided in this subsection, 
the county shall adjust its county assessment limit in the following year in an amount equal to the net new fimds. 

[ 2005, c. 683, Pt. I, §1 (AMD) .] 

5. Exceeding county assessment limit; extraordinary circumstances. The county assessment limit 
established in subsection 2 may be exceeded for extraordinary circumstances only under the following 
circumstances. 

A. The extraordinary circumstances must be circumstances outside the control of the county budget authority, 
including: 

(1) Catastrophic events such as natmral disaster, terrorism, fire, war or riot; 

(2) Unfimded or underflmded state or federal mandates; 

(3) Citizens' initiatives or other referenda; 

(4) Court orders or decrees; or 

(5) Loss of state or federal funding. 

Extraordinary circumstances do not include changes in economic conditions, revenue shortfalls, increases in 
salaries or benefits, new programs or program expansions that go beyond existing program criteria and 
operation. [2005, c. 2, Pt . B, §§2, 4 (AFF); 2005, c. 2, Pt . B, gl (NEW); 
2005, c. 12, Pt. WW, §14 (AFF).] 

B. The county assessment limit may be exceeded only as provided in subsection 7. [2005, c. 2, Pt. 

B, §§2, 4 (AFF); 2005, c. 2, Pt . B, §1 (NEW); 2005, c. 12, Pt . WW, §14 
(AFF) . ] 

C, Exceeding the county assessment limit established in subsection 2 permits the county assessment to exceed 
the county assessment limit only for the year in which the extraordinary circumstance occurs and does not 
increase the base for purposes of calculating the county assessment Hmit for future years. [2005, c , 2, 
Pt. B, §§2, 4 (AFF); 2005, c. 2, Pt . B, §1 (NEW); 2005, c. 12, Pt . WW, 
§14 (AFF) . ] 

D, For fiscal years 2005-06 and 2006-07 in Sagadahoc County, and fiscal years 2006 and 2007 in Lincoln 
County, that portion of the county assessment that is attributable to the costs of construction, debt service, 
operation and maintenance of a new jail facility authorized under chapter 17 is not subject to paragraphs A, B 
and C or to subsections 2, 6 and 7. Notwithstanding subsection 2, paragraph A, the county assessment limit for 
fiscal year 2007-08 for Sagadahoc County and fiscal year 2008 in Lincoln County is the county assessment for 
each county for the previous fiscal year, multiplied by one plus the growth limitation factor pursuant to 
subsection 3 . Notwithstanding subsection 2, paragraph C, the county assessments for Sagadahoc County in 
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fiscal year 2008-09 and subsequent fiscal years and for Lincohi County in' fiscal year 2009 and subsequent 
fiscal years are subject to subsection 2, paragraph B. [2005, c. 348, §1 (NEW).] 

[ 2005, c. 2, Pt. B, §§2, 4 (AFF) 2005, c. 2, Pt . B, §1 (NEW); 2005, c. 
12, Pt. WW, §14 (AFF) ; 2005, c. 348, §1 (AMD) .] ■ 

6. Increase in county assessment limit. The county assessment limit established in subsection 2 may be 
increased for other purposes only as provided in subsection 7. 

[ 2005', c. 2, Pt. B, §§2, 4 (AFF); 2005, c. 2, Pt . B, §1 (NEW); 2005, c. 
12, Pt. WW, §14 (AFF) .] 

7. Process for exceeding county assessment limit. A county may exceed or increase the county assessment 
limit only if approved by a vote of a majority of all the members of both the county budget committee or county 
budget advisory committee and the county commissioners. 

Unless a county charter otherwise provides or prohibits a petition and referendum process, if a written petition, 
signed by at least 10% of the number of voters voting in the last gubernatorial election in the comity, requesting a 
vote on the question of exceeding the county assessment limit is submitted to the county commissioners within 30 
days of the commissioners' vote pursuant to this subsection, the article voted on by the commissioners must be 
submitted to the legal voters in the next regular election or a special election called for that purpose. The election 
must be held within 45 days of the submission of the petition. The election must be called, advertised and conducted 
according to the law relating to municipal elections, except that the registrar of voters is not required to prepare or 
the clerk to post a new list of voters, the filing requirement contained in section 2528 does not apply and absentee 
ballots must be prepared and made available at least 14 days prior to the date of the referendum. For the purpose of 
registration of voters, the registrar of voters must be in session the secular day preceding the election. The voters 
shall indicate by a cross or check mark placed against the word "Yes" or "No" their opinion on the article. The 
results must be declared by the county commissioners and entered upon the county records. 

[ 2005, c. 2,'Pt. B, §4 (AFF); 2005, c. 12, Pt . WW, §§13, 14 (AFF); 2005, 
c. 12, Pt. WW, §10 (AMD) .] 

8.. Treatment of surplus; reserves. Any county tax revenues collected by a county in any fiscal year in excess 
of its county assessment limit, as determined by a final audited accounting, must be transferred to a county tax relief 
fund, which each county must establish, and used to reduce county assessments in subsequent fiscal years. Nothing 
in this subsection limits the ability of a county to maintain adequate reserves. 

[ 2005, c. 2,. Pt. B, §§2, 4 (AFF); 2005, c. 2, Pt . B, §1 (NEW); 2005, c. 
12, Pt. WW, §14 (AFF) .] 

9. Enforcement If a county adopts a county assessment in violation of this section, the State Tax Assessor 
may require the county to adjust its county assessment downward in an amount equal to the illegal county 
assessment and impose such other penalties as the Legislature may provide. 

[ 2005, c. 2, Pt. B, §§2, 4 (AFF); 2005, c. 2, Pt . B, §1 (NEW); 2005, c. 
12, Pt. WW, §14 (AFF) .] 
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Executive Summary 



In January 2005, Governor John E. Baldacci signed into law LD 1 : An Act to Increase the State 
Share of Education Costs, Reduce Property Taxes and Reduce Government Spending at All 
Levels (Public Law 2005, Chapter 2). The goal of LD 1 is to lower Maine's state and local tax 
burden ranking to the middle one-third of states by 2015. The State Planning Office (SPO) 
annually reports on the progress made by the state, counties, municipalities, and school 
administrative units toward reaching the tax burden reduction goal. 

In the frrst LD 1 report, released in January 2006, the University of Maine's Dr. Todd Gabe 
stated, "The ultimate success of LD 1 at lowering the tax burden in Maine will be determined, at 
least in part, by its ability to reduce the growth of state and local government." Below, for each 
level of government, two simple questions are used to assess progress toward the LD 1 's tax 
burden reduction goals: "Is aggregate spending within the LD 1 limit?" and "Is aggregate 
spending growing at a slower rate than in pre-LD 1 years?" Within the report, each level of 
government's spending and/or tax revenue is investigated in greater depth. 



For the seventh year in a row, grov/th of the state's General Fund appropriations has remained 
below the limit set by LD 1 . General Fund appropriations in FY 2012 were $415 million (12.0%) 
below the limit. General Fund appropriations grew 6% from FY 20 II to FY 2012, a sharp 
increase after decreasing in FY 2009 and FY 2010 and growing less than 1% in FY 201 1. The 
average annual growth for the ten years prior to LD I was 5.4%. The higher growth in 
appropriations in FY 2012 was mostly due to the expiration of federal funding from the 
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA) on June 30, 20 11. 

Municipalities 

Combined Property Tax Levy within LD 1 Limit? Yes Ef No □ 

Combined Tax Levy Growth Compared to Pre-LD 1 Years: Lower M Higher □ 



State 



General Fund Appropriations within LD 1 Limit? 
Appropriations Growth Compared to Pre-LD 1 Years: 



Yes Ef No □ 
Lower □ Higher Ef 
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For the seventh year in a row, survey-based estimates show the aggregate municipal property tax 
levy was below the aggregate LD 1 limit. 73% of municipalities in this year's sample stayed 
within their municipal property tax levy limit, which is the highest percentage since LD 1 took 
effect Based on preliminary data from Maine Revenue Services (MRS), aggregate municipal 
property tax commitments grew by a rate of 2.8% in 201 1, which is slightly higher than last year 
but well below rates in years before LD 1 , Small municipalities showed higher property tax 
commitment growth than large municipalities (3.9% vs. 2.7%) and were more likely to exceed 
their LD 1 limit (42% vs. 19%). Overall, property tax commitment growth in 201 1 remained 
below pre-LD 1 years. In the three years prior to LD 1, annual commitment grovrth ranged from 
5.2% to 6.9%, 

School Administrative Units 

Appropriations within LD 1 Limit? Yes □ No EI 

Appropriations Growth Compared to Pre-LD 1 Years: Lower 0 Higher □ 

As in previous years, K-12 schools exceeded appropriations targets set by LD 1, which uses the 
Essential Programs and Services (EPS) model of school funding to set targets for the amount of 
property taxes raised for local education. The LD 1 limit for schools is 100%o of EPS, but some 
school units might be exceeding 100% of EPS by small margins in order to provide programs 
and some services that are not recognized as essential in the EPS benchmark cost calculation: 
extracurricular activities including sports and transportation to events. Advanced Placement 
classes offered at some high schools, unique onetime costs incurred for facilities improvements, 
and even in some cases local tax dollar support for school lunch programs. 

The number of local schools exceeding their limit (73% of this year's sample) decreased slightly 
from last year but the amount by which, they exceeded EPS stayed about the same. A record-high 
number (25% of this year's sample) were under 100% of EPS. Non-federal K-12 appropriations 
increased substantially (2.4%) in FY 2012, but American Recovery and Reinvestment Act 
(ARRA) funding expired in June, 201 1, so total K-12 appropriations declined 0.5% from FY 
2011 to FY 2012. 
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Counties 



Combined Assessments within LD 1 Limit? Yes 0 No □ 

Combined Assessment Growth Compared to Pre-LD 1 Years: Lower 0 Higher □ 

Counties stayed within their combined LD 1 Umit in 201 L County assessments were $1.3 
million (L0%) below the limit. Overall, assessments increased 1.2% firom 2010, which is the 
lowest annual growth rate since LD 1 took effect. The new law unifying state and county 
correctional facilities and capping county jail assessments at 2008 levels coincides with this 
reduction in growth. Individually, nine counties stayed within their limits and seven surpassed 
them. 
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L Introduction 



In January 2005, Governor John E. Baldacci signed into law LD 1 : An Act to Increase the State 
Share of Education Costs, Reduce Property Taxes and Reduce Government Spending at All 
Levels (Public Law 2005, Chapter 2). The goal of LD 1 Is to lower Maine's state and local tax 
burden ranking to the middle one-third of states by 2015. It has three components: ■ 

• Spending limits: LD 1 limits the growth of the state's General Fund appropriations, 
county assessments, and local property taxes to rates reflective of Maine's income and 
population growth. It ties school spending to the level of student enrollment. Governing 
bodies may surpass the limits, but only through an explicit, public vote. 

• Targeted tax relief: LD 1 increased the amount of property tax relief available through the 
Maine Residents Property Tax and Rent Relief Program (the "Circuit Breaker"). This 
program reimburses Maine homeowners and renters whose property tax bill exceeds 4% 
of their income. LD 1 expanded eligibility and increased the maximum refund from 
$1,000 to $2,000. Furthermore, LD 1 increased the Homestead Exemption, the amount 
Maine residents can subtract from the taxable value of their home, from a maximum of 
$7,000 to $13,000. A 2009 amendment (Public Law 2009, Chapter 213) reduced the 
Homestead Exemption to $10,000 begirming in the 2010 tax year. 

• Increased school funding: LD i set the course for increasing state spending on K-12 
education to an amount that is 55% of the costs covered under Essential Programs and 
Services (EPS). In FY 2012 alone, that meant $160 miUion in additional state funding 
was made available to offset local property tax commitments for schools (compared to 
2005). However, state revenue shortfalls in the context of a national recession beginning 
in 2007 have delayed attainment of the 55% goal. 

LD 1 charges the State Planning Office (SPO) with annually reporting the progress made by 
state, county, and local governments, and school administrative units, toward reaching the tax 
burden reduction goal. The U.S. Census Bureau compiles the tax collection data necessary to 
compare Maine's state and local tax burden with other states. The Census Bureau currently has 
tax collection data through FY 2009. Dividing total state and local tax revenue (from Census 
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Bureau data) by total statewide personal income (from the US Bureau of Economic Analysis), as 
LD 1 prescribes, SPO calculates Maine's total state and local burden for FY 2009 to be 11. 7%, 
which is the sixth highest among the fifty states, Maine has ranked sixth highest among the fifty 
states for three straight years (FY 2007 - FY 2009). In FY 2009, Maine's state tax burden (7.2%) 
ranks 10**^ highest, and the local tax burden (4.5%) ranks 15^ highest. An important limitation of 
the Census Bureau's revenue data is that it does not account for who pays the tax. Since a 
sizeable portion of Maine's tax revenue comes from seasonal residents and tourists, the tax 
burden on Maine residents may be overestimated. 

For the first LD 1 report, released in January 2006, SPO contracted with Assistant Professor 
Todd Gabe and the Margaret Chase Smith Policy Center at the University of Maine to assess LD 
1 's early impact. Dr. Gabe found that "the early impact of LD 1 on reducing government 
spending is positive," and that, "LD 1, in its early impact, has constrained the growth of state and 
local governments in Maine." In 2005, state government stayed within its LD 1 limit and growth 
in General Fund appropriations declined. In aggregate, county assessment growth was within its 
limit. Approximately 60% of municipalities subject to LD 1 in 2005 stayed within their property 
tax levy limits. Maine Revenue Services reported that in LD I's first year, Maine's combined 
state and local tax burden declined from 11.7% to 1 1.5%, with most of the reduction occurring at 
the local level. They found that statewide property taxes grew by 1.7%, the lowest rate in at least 
eight years. LD Us early impact on school administrative units (SAUs) was smaller than its 
impact on other levels of government. Over two-thirds exceeded their spending targets and 
aggregate school appropriations were 3.4% over the LD 1 limit in 2005. 

Replicating the core indicators first reported by Dr. Gabe, SPO found that LD 1 's impact in 2006 
-2010 was mostly positive, but confounded by other variables. The state and a majority of county 
and municipal governments stayed within their limits, and revenues and/or appropriations grew 
slowly at all levels of government. However, much of the overall reduction in growth is due to 
the recession of 2007-2009 and the sluggish recovery from 2009-201 1. In addition, the jail 
unification law that took effect in 2008 has clearly reduced growth in county tax assessments and 
further confounded the analysis of LD I's impact. 

This report updates last year's analysis of LD 1 and assesses progress made during 201 1. 
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11. 



state Government's Experience with LD 1 



LD 1 limits growth of the state's General Fund appropriations to the ten-year average annual 
growth rate of Maine's population plus Maine's ten-year average personal income growth 
(adjusted for inflation). The LD 1 appropriations limit is the previous year's limit increased by 
that growth factor. LD 1 provides an allowance for the additional funds expended by the state as 
it increases General Purpose Aid (GPA) for local schools to 55% of covered costs. The 55% goal 
was scheduled to be achieved in FY2010, but severe state government revenue shortfalls in the 
context of a national recession beginning in 2007 have delayed achievement of that goal. Once 
the state reaches this target, all GPA funds will be subject to the same growth limit. The state 
may temporarily exceed or permanently increase its limit, but only through an explicit vote of the 
Legislature. 

The state's growth factor for FY2012 and FY2013 was set in December 2010 using the most 
current data available at the time. The ten-year average income growth was 1.66%i and 
population growth was 0.40%, resulting in a grovrth limit of 2.05% (after rounding). That limit 
applies to both years of the biennium. 

The appropriations limit for FY2012 was determined by applying the 2.05% growth, factor to the 
FY201 1 base appropriations limit, $3,299 million, and adding $160 million in increased state 
funding for GPA. The resulting FY2012 General Fund appropriations limit under LDl is $3,459 
million (See Table 1). 

State appropriations in FY 2012 are below the LD 1 limit. Current FY2012 General Fund 
appropriations are $3,044 million, which is $415 million (12%) below the limit. 
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Table 1: State General Fund Appropriations limit Calculation 

Note: All dollar figures are in millions \ 



Fiscal Year 


: 2005 


2006 


2007 


2008 


2009 


2010 


2011 


2012 


Annual Growth Factor 




■3.11% 


3.11% 


3.08% 


3.08% 


2.76% 


2.76% 


2.05% 


Base General Fund Appropriations 


: $2,710 


$2,794 


$2,881 


$2,970 




.$3,146 


$3^33" 


$339 


General Purpose Aid to Schools 


$735 


$836 


$914^ 


$972^ 


$956 


: $909 


$872 


'$894 ' 


Additional GP A above FY2005 GPA 




$102 


$180 


$237 


^ $222 


"$175 


$138 


$160 


LD 1 Appropriations Limit (Base plus Additional 


















GPA) 




S2,896 


$3,061 


$3,207 


$3,283 


; $3,320 


; $3,370 


$3,459 


Actual Appropriations 


$2,784 


: $2,872 


$2,978 


$3,129 


; $3,018 


: $2,849 


^$2,873 


$3,044 


LD 1 Limit Mbus Actual Appropriations ^^ ^^ 




\ $24 


^ $82 


; $78 


: $265 


■ $471 


! $498 


■ $415 


Percent Under LD 1 Limft 




; 0.8% 


2.7% 


: 2.4% 


' %A% 


14^2%' 


: 14.8% 


1 12.0% 



Source: Maine Deparlment of Administrative and Financial Services; Maine State Legislature, Office of Fiscal and 
Program Review 



Table 2 displays the growth of all General Fund appropriations, including the additional GPA 
funding. Total General Fund appropriations increased by 6.0% in FY2012, which is the highest 
annual rate of growth since LD 1 took effect and higher than the pre-LD 1 10-year average of 
5.4%. The higher growth in appropriations in FY 2012 was mostly due to the expiration of 
federal funding from the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA) on June 
30, 2011. 



Table 2: Growth of State General Fund Appropriations 



Growth of General Fund Appropriations FY2011 


-FY2012 


6.0% 


Growth of General Fund Appropriations FY2010 


-FY20U 


0.8%o 


Growth of General Fund Appropriations FY2009^ 




-5.6% 


Growth of General Fund Appropriations FY2008 


-JY2m 


^ -3.6% 


Growth of General Fund Appro piiations FY2007 




5.1% 


Growth ofGeneral Fund Appropriations FY2006 


-FY2007 


3.7% 


Growth ofGeneral Fund Appropriatio^^^^^^ 


-FY2q06 


3.1% 


Growth of General Fund Appropriations FY2004 


-FY2005 


\ 5.4% 


Growth ofGeneral Fund Appropriations Pre-LD 1 10- Year Average 


5.4% 



Source: Maine Department of Administrative and Financial Services and Maine State 
Legislature, Office of Fiscal and Program Review 



Table 3 shows the growth ofGeneral Fund appropriations by GPA and non-GPA funding. For 
current FY2012 appropriations, GPA funding increased by 2.5% and non-GPA funding 
increased by 7.4%. From FY2006 to FY20I0 the growth of GPA appropriations exceeded the 
growth of non-GPA appropriations, but in FY201 1 and FY2012 non-GPA appropriations growth 
exceeded GPA appropriations growth. GPA appropriations grew steadily from FY2005 until the 
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recession hit mid-way through FY2008. 
towards 55% of covered costs. 



This reflects the increase of state education funding 



Table 3: Growth of GPA and non-GPA General Fund Appropriations 



Note: All dollar figures are in millions 



Fiscal Year 


Annual 
GPA Change in 
; GPA 


Non-GPA 


Annual Change 
in Non-GPA 


Tntal rrpnprfil 

Fund 
Appropriations 


Arinnfll 
Change in 
Total 


2012 


$894 : 


2.5% 


$2,149 


7.4% 


$3,044 


6.0% 


2011 


$872 ^ 


-4.0% : 


$2,000 


3.1% 


$2,873 


0.8% 


2010 


$909 


-5.0% 


$1,940 


-5.9% 


$2,849 


-5.6% 


2009 


$956 


-1.6% ■ 


$2,061 


-4.4% 


$3,018 




2008 


$972 


6.3% 


$2,157 


4.5% 


$3,129 




2007 


$914 


9.3% 


$2,064 


1.4% 


$2,978 




2006 


$836 


13.8% 


$2,036 


-0.7% 


$2,j872 


Z^j%' " 


2005 


$735 ■ 


4.6% 


$2,050 


5.6% 


$2,784 


5.4% "" 


2004 


$702 : 


-1.6% \ 


$1,941 


6.2% 


$2,643 


4.0% 


2003 


$713 ; 




$1,827 




$2,540 





Source: Maine Department of Administrative and Financial Services andMaine Siaie 
Legislature, Office of Fiscal and Program Review 



In addition to limiting General Fund appropriations, LD 1 strengthened two targeted property 
tax relief programs: the IVlaine Residents Property Tax and Rent Refund program, better known 
as the "Circuit Breaker," and the Homestead Exemption. 

The Circuit Breaker provides a refund to households- whose property tax bill exceeds 4% of their 
income. Households may receive 50% of the amount by which property taxes exceed 4% to 8% 
of their income and 100%) of the amount over 8%. Renters may receive reimbursement for 
property taxes paid indirectly through rental payments. LD 1 increased the maximum refund 
amount from $1,000 to $2,000. Refunds for FY2012 are estimated to be $42.1 million. About 
89,000 Maine homeowners and renters received Circuit Breaker refunds in 2009. IVIaine Revenue 
Services estimates that about 200,000 are eligible. 

The Homestead Exemption reduces the assessed value of Maine homeowners' primary 
residences for the purpose of property tax calculations. The property tax rate is applied to a lower 
value in order to lower residents' tax bills. Prior to LD 1, the Homestead Exemption was 
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available on a sliding scale determined by the assessed value of the property. The deduction was 
limited to $7,000 and the state reimbursed municipalities for 100% of the foregone tax revenue. 
LD 1 increased the exemption to $13,000 for all homesteads, with the state reimbursing 
municipalities for 50% of the foregone tax revenue. From FY2004 to FY2010, the amount of 
state funding distributed to municipalities to pay for the Homestead Exemption declined 
primarily due to the growth in municipal valuations that lowered the mil rates applied to the 
$13,000 exemption. A 2009 amendment (Public Law 2009, Chapter 213) reduced the Homestead 
Exemption to $10,000 beginning in the 2010 tax year. In addition, the state now splits the 
reimbursement of foregone tax revenue to municipalities into two payments; 75% of the total is 
reimbursed in the current fiscal year and 25% is reimbursed in the following fiscal year. As a 
result of these two recent changes, FY20 1 1 appropriations for the Homestead Exemption were 
$16.2 million, a sharp decline from FY2010. 



Table 4: State Appropriations for Circuit Breaker and Homestead Exemption 

Note: All dollar figures are in millions. 



Fiscal Year 


Homestead Exemption 


Circuit Breaker 


Total 


2012 (Estimate) 


$23.6 


$42.1 


$65.7 


20 ii 


$16.2 


$41.4 


$57.6 




$28.4 


$40.9 


$69^3 


2009 


$27.6 


$48.7 


$76.3 


2008 


$27.8 


$46.7 


$74.5 


2007 


$28.8 


$44.4 


$73.2 


2006 


$31.2 


$42.8 


$74.0 


2005 


$32.3 


$26.0 


$58.3 


2004 


$343 


$23.3 


$576 



Source: Maine Revenue Services 

Note: The stale now reimburses the Homestead Exemption across two years. The Homestead Exemption 
fell sharply in 2011 because 25% of it is reimbursed in 2012 and because the exemption was reducedfrom 
$13, 000 to $10,000 beginning in 2010. 



SUMMARY 

For the seventh year in a row, the state's General Fund appropriations were below the limit set by 
LD 1. Based on legislation enacted during the First Regular Session of the 125**^ Legislature, total 
General Fund appropriations increased 6.0% in FY2012. Within these appropriations was an 
additional $160 million for local K-12 education compared to 2005. Setting aside that additional 
GPA funding as LD 1 directs, General Fund appropriations increased by 5.4%. 
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III. Effect of LD 1 on Local Properly Tax Commitments 



This section focuses on local property tax commitments as an overall indicator of LD I's impact 
on property tax relief. Commitments are the amount of property tax collections approved by each 
municipality to finance anticipated expenditures for municipal government operations, public 
schools, and county government Other sections of this report look at those three categories 
individually. This section looks at total local property tax commitments, which combines all 
three. 

Combined Statewide Municipal Commitment Growth 

Calculations of state tax burden use aggregate measures of the total amount of taxes collected 
within a state. To test whether LD 1 successfully reduces the growth of property tax collections, 
the State Planning Office compared Municipal Valuation Returns (MVRs)^ for years before and 
after LD 1. The analysis in this section is based on a sample of municipalities that had filed this 
year's MVR form by early December 20 II. The sample of reporting municipalities differs from 
previous years, so figures differ slightly from past LD 1 progress reports. Furthermore, figures 
reported here may differ slightly from numbers reported in the ftiture by Maine Revenue 
Services based on 100% of filed MVRs. 

In early December 201 1, 448 communities had filed the MVR, representing 92% of all 
municipalities in the state and accounting for 96%> of the total statewide commitment in 2010. 
Results here are thus broadly representative of the total population of Maine municipalities. 



' The Municipal Valuation Return is an annual report summarizing local tax information that assessors are required 
to file with Maine Revenue Services. 

- "Small municipalities" have a population !ess than 1263, the median population of all towns in Maine. "Lai'ge 
municipalities" have a population greater than 1 263. There were 239 large municipalities and 209 small 
municipalities in this year's MVR sample. 

^ A municipality identified as having a personal property factor that exceeds 5%, as determined pursuant to Title 36, 
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Figure 1 shows recent annual growth of aggregate municipal commitments for small 
municipalities, large municipalities, and the entire sample of 448 municipalities as a whole. In 
2005, the first year of LD 1, large communities showed a dramatic reduction in commitment 
growth - from 5.3% in 2004 to 1 .7% in 2005. This is partly due to the fact that LD 1 in its first 
year only applied to towns with fiscal years beginning on or after July 1 ^, and 64% of large 
towns met this criterion. The overall FY 2005 growth rate was considerably lower than the 4.7% 
commitment growth in small municipalities in 2005, 67% of which had fiscal years beginning 
earlier than the July 1^^ and thus were not covered by LD 1 at the time. After 2005, LD 1 applied 
to all municipalities. In aggregate, all municipalities increased commitment growth from 2005- 
2007 but remained below pre-2005 growth rates. The growth rate flattened at 4,6% in 2008, then 
fell to 2.5% in 2009 and 2010, and then ticked up to 2.8% in 201 1 . Small and large 
municipalities showed significant differences in commitment growth. Commitment growth in 
small municipalities was more volatile year-to-year than in large municipalities and was also 
greater than large municipalities in every year except 2007. 



^ "Small municipalities" have a population less than 1263, the median population of all towns in Maine. "Large 
municipalities" have a population greater than 1263. There were 239 large municipalities and 209 small 
municipalities in this year's MVR sample. 
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Figure 1: Annual Growth in Municipal Property Tax Commitments 

Calculations based on the 448 municipalities reporting on the 2011 MVR as of December 2011 

9% n I All Municipalities (nH-4S) 
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•Small Municipalities (n=209) 
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2.4% 
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2009 2010 



2011 



Source: Maine Revenue Services Municipal Valuation Reports (2001-2011) & author 's calculations. 
Note: "Small municipalities " have a population less than 1263, the median population of all towns in Maine. 
"Large municipalities" have a population greater than 1263. 

The overall decrease in commitment growth in 2009 was driven in part by the recession and in 
part by the county jail unification law (Public Law 2008, Chapter 653). Municipalities responded 
to the unemployment and anxiety caused by the recession by limiting commitment growth. In 
addition, the jail unification law limited the amount of taxes that counties can collect from 
municipalities for county corrections. 

Commitment Growth of Individual Municipalities 



The previous section focused on aggregate property tax commitments to assess the progress 
toward reducing overall local property tax burden. Aggregate measures can be influenced by the 
relatively small number of large municipalities whose budgets are enormous compared to those 
of Maine's smaller towns. To better understand decisions being made by individual 
municipalities, Figure 2 reports average municipal commitment growth in the years before and 
after LD 1 took effect in 2005. 
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Figure 2: Average Annual Growth in Municipal Property Tax Commitments 

Calculations based on 448 municipalUies reporting on the 2011 MVR as of December 2011 

♦ - All Municipalities (n^48) Large Municipalities (n=239) — ^ SmallMunicipalities (n=209) 




1 1 T I I — I . . ■ 

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 



Source: Maine Revenue Services Municipal Valuation Reports (2001-2011) & autlaor's calculations. 

Note: "Small municipalities" have a population less than 1263. the median population of all towns in Maine. 

"Large municipalities " have a population greater than 1263. 

Figure 2 shows that average growth in municipal commitments is similar to aggregate 
commitment growth (Figure 1), with one notable exception. Compared to aggregate amiual 
growth, average annual growth is more influenced by the higher and more variable growth of 
Maine's small municipalities and less influenced by the lower and less variable growth of 
Maine's large cities. 

Similar to aggregate municipal commitment growth, average growth in municipal commitments 
declined in 2005. This reduction was only temporary, as average growth climbed steadily to 
6.8% in 2008, eclipsing the pre-LD 1 2004 growth rate. In 2009, declines in average 
commitment growth among both small and large municipalities helped pull the average for all 
municipalities down to 4.9%, below the 2006 growth rate and well below pre-LD 1 growth rates. 
Average growth declined to 3.8% in 2010 before ticking up to 4.4% in 2011. 
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IV. Municipal Governments' Experience with LD 1 



The preceding section examined the effect of LD 1 on local property tax commitments to assess 
its influence in reducing the growth of local government expenditures and the property tax 
burden. Local commitments are the combined sum of the local property taxes collected for 
financing public schools, municipal government services and operations, and county government 
operations. 

This section addresses the impact of LD 1 on local property tax revenues used to finance 
municipal operations and services. LD 1 does this by limiting the growth of municipal 
operational expenditures to a specified rate (i.e., "growth limitation factor"). The limit applies to 
a municipality's municipal property tax levy, meaning the amount of property tax revenue 
approved to fund municipal operations and services, excluding funds allocated for county taxes 
and local schools. These budget items are addressed elsewhere under LD 1 . The growth 
limitation factor allows property taxes to increase at the rate of Maine's ten-year average annual 
personal income growth (adjusted for inflation) plus growth in the value of new taxable property 
(i.e., "property growth factor"), adjusted for any change in state funding for existing services 
previously funded by property taxes. A municipality wishing to either temporarily exceed or 
permanently increase its municipal property tax levy limit must explicitly vote to do so. 

Survey Methodology 

To determine the impact of LD 1 on property tax commitments raised for municipal operations, 
the Maine Municipal Association (MMA) and SPO distributed a voluntary survey (201 1 
Municipal Property Tax Levy Limit Survey) to all of Maine's municipal governments. The 
survey guides municipalities through the calculation of their municipal property tax levy and 
municipal property tax levy limits for both the past (2010) and current (201 1) years. These 
calculations are used to determine whether or not the municipality surpassed the municipal 
property tax levy limit, as defined by LD L 

MMA and SPO received a total of 188 useable responses to the 201 1 survey, representing 
roughly 38% of all Maine municipalities. This is less than last year's response rate of 58% (283 
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useable responses). The municipalities included in the sample of 1 88 useable responses represent 
approximately 55% of the statewide aggregate municipal commitment in 2010, and 57% of the 
201 1 municipal commitment of the 451 communities that had filed their 201 1 MVR by early 
December, 2011. 

Past years' analyses of the municipal survey responses suggested that sample municipalities are 
sufficiently representative of all municipalities according to most criteria. The major differences 
between respondents and non-respondents were that non-respondents tended to be smaller and 
have slightly lower median household incomes. Smaller communities are somewhat 
underrepresented in this year's sample as well. Past analyses have shown that smaller 
communities generally have greater difficulty complying with LD I's limits. Therefore, based on 
the underrepresentation of smaller communities in the sample, this year's analysis may slightly 
overstate municipal government compliance with LD 1 . 

Survey Results 

As prescribed by LD 1, the survey asked municipalities to use their 2010 LD 1 limit (municipal 
property tax levy limit) as a starting point for determining their 201 1 LD 1 limit. "Municipal 
property tax levy" refers to property taxes raised to fund municipal governments. It excludes 
property taxes raised for schools, counties, and Tax Increment Financing (TIF) and is calculated 
by subtracting total municipal deductions (Line 1 1 , Municipal Tax Assessment Warrant) from 
municipal appropriations (Line 2, Municipal Tax Assessment Warrant) and adding any revenue 
included in the total municipal deductions that paid for non-municipal appropriations, such as 
schools. Municipalities that explicitly voted to increase their limit in 2010 were asked to use their 
voter-approved limit as tlie base for calculating their 201 1 limit. 

Next the survey asked municipalities to calculate their 201 1 growth limitation factor as 
prescribed by LD 1 . The growth limitation factor is the sum of the state's ten-year Inflation- 
adjusted average annual personal income growth (1 .66%) for calendar year 201 1 or fiscal year 
201 1-12) and the local property growth factor. The property growth factor is calculated as the 
total value of newly taxable real and personal property divided by the total value of all real and 
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personal property in the community.^ Some municipalities made noticeable errors in completing 
their survey. In most cases, the errors were simple arithmetic mistakes and MMA and SPO made 
the appropriate corrections. In cases where errors were not obviously correctable, SPO attempted 
to contact the municipality in question to gain clarification. In cases where errors could not be 
corrected, the survey response was not included in the analysis. 



Table 5: Summary Statistics, 2011 Municipal Property Tax Lew Limit Survey Results 


Number of Municipalities 


188 


^ssregate iviunicipai commitment, 2U i 1 (irom MVR) 


$1,160,764,780 


Aggregate Municipal Property Tax Levy Limit, 201 1 


$420,956,943 


Aggregate Municipal Property Tax Levy, 201 1 


$381,209,952 


Ratio of Municipal Property Tax Levy to Total Commitment, 201 1 


32,8% 


Percent by which Levy was Below Limit, 201 1 


9,4% 


Mean Growth Limitation Factor, 201 1 


3.2% 


Mean Growth Limitation Factor, 20 10 


3.6% 


Mean Growth Limhation Factor, 2009 


4.3% 


Number of Municipalities Surpassing 201 1 LDl Limh (as percent of 201 1 sample) 


27% 


Average Margin by which Municipalities over LD 1 Limh exceeded the limit 


14% 


Average Margin by which Municipalities below the LD 1 Limit were under the limit 


13% 


Percent of Municipahties over the Limit who reported voting to increase the limh 


40% 


Percent of Municipalities over the Limit who reported voting to exceed the limit 


36% 


Percent of Municipahties over the Limit who did not report voting to increase or 




exceed 


24% 


Source: Maim Revemte Services Municipal Valuation Returns. MMA/SPO Municipal Survey, and 
calculations 


author 's 



Among the 188 useable responses, the average growth limitation factor was 3,2% (Table 5). This 
was lower than last year's average growth limitation factor of 3.6%. 

The growth limitation factor was applied to last year's limit to estimate this year's LD 1 limit 
^property tax levy limit'). As shown in Table 5, the aggregate 201 1 commitment was $1,161 



A municipality identified as having a personal property factor that exceeds 5%, as determined pursuant to Title 36, 
section 694, subsection 2, paragraph B, may calculate its property growth factor by including in the numerator and ' 
the denominator the value of personal and otherwise qualifying property inh-oduced into the municipality 
notwithstanding the exempt status of that property pursuant to Title 36, chapter 105, subchapter 4-C. 
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billion for the 188 municipalities in the sample."^ The combined 20 11 municipal property tax levy 
was $381 million or 32.8% of the aggregate 201 1 commitment. The aggregate property tax levy 
limit for 201 1 was $421 million. This means that when aggregated across the survey sample, 
Maine communities kept the municipal property tax levy below the total amount allowable under 
LD 1 by $39.7 million, or 9.4% of the LD 1 limit. Stated differently, municipalities' aggregate 
property tax levy equaled about 90.6% of that allowable under LD 1 . This is consistent with last 
year's report and is the seventh year that municipalities came in under the statewide LD 1 limit. 
In 2010, Maine municipalities kept the aggregate municipal property tax levy below the 
aggregate LD 1 limit by $49 million, or 9.4%. In 2009, the aggregate levy was 6.7% below the 
aggregate LD 1 limit, and in 2008, the aggregate levy was 3.2% below the aggregate LD 1 limit. 

Although the aggregate municipal property tax levy was easily below the aggregate limit, the 
experiences of individual communities varied considerably. Of the 188 municipalities in the 
201 1 sample, 138 (73%) stayed within their individual LD 1 limit. This is a higher percentage 
than in any previous year. The 27%. of municipalities who surpassed their 201 1 limit were, on 
average, 14% over the limit. Municipalities that stayed within their 201 1 limit were, on average, 
13% below the limit. 32 municipalities (17% of the sample) were more than 5% over their limit 
and 22 (12% of the sample) were more than 10% over their limit. Figure 3 shows the distribution 
of small and large municipalities in the survey sample above and below their individual LD 1 
limits. 



Estimates for three responding towns that were missing 20 1 1 MVR commitment data at the time of this report were 
produced by applying the 201 1 aggregate commitment annual growth rate (2.67%) to their 2010 MVR 
commitments. 
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Figure 3: Distribution of Small and Large Municipalities Above and Below LD 1 Limits 
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Source: MMA/SPO 20 J I Municipal Properly Tax Levy Limit Survey 

Note: "Small municipalities" have a population less than J 263, the median population of all towns in Maine. 
"Large municipalities" are towns with a population greater than 1263. 



Tables 6 and 7 present percentages and statistical tests to help identify some of the characteristics 
of municipaiities that were either over or under their LD 1 limit. Small municipalities and slow 
growing municipalities had greater difficulty staying within their commitment limits. Table 6 
shows that the average population of municipalities surpassing the LD 1 limit was 1,910 and the 
average population of municipalities that stayed within the LD 1 limit was 4,394. It also shows 
that the populations of municipalities that stayed within the LD 1 limit grew at an average rate of 
7.5% from 2001 to 2010, whereas municipalities that went over their LD 1 limit grew at an 
average rate of -0.3% over the same period. Similarly, Table 7 shows that municipalities with 
small and/or shrinking populations went over their LD 1 limit at a significantly greater rate than 
larger municipalities. 
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Table 6: Characteristics of Municipalities that are Over/Under LDl Tax Levy Limit 

Comparisons based on municipalities reporting on 2011 MMA/SPO Survey 



Characteristic 


All Municipalities 


Over LD 1 Limit 


Under LD 1 Limit 


All A/fiinir'i'nalitip^ 


188 


50 ^ 


138 


Average population, 2010 


3,733 


1,910 ** 


4,394 ** 


Average population growth rate, 
2001-2010 


5.4% 


-0.3% ** 


7.5% ** 


Commitment per capita, 2011 
(Millions) 


$1,772 


$1,860 


$1,740 


Aggregate municipal commitnient 
growth rate, 2010-2011 


2.7% 


3.8% ^ 


2.5% ^ 


Average property tax rate, 201 1 


1.35% 


1.34% 


1.36% 


Median household income, 2010 


$45,609 


$44,180 


$46,127 


Average Growth Limitation Factor 


3.2% 


2.9% ** 


3.3% 



*Indicates statistically significant difference between over/under samples (90% confidence level) 
**Indicates statistically significant diiference between over/under samples (95% confidence level) 
'^Based on aggregate data, no statistical tests are available 

Source: Maine Revenue Services. Municipal Valuation Returns 2011 & 20 JO; US Census Byreau, 2011 
MMA/SPO Municipal Survey, and author's calculations. 



Table 7: LD 1 Compliance in Subgroups of Municipalities 

Comparisons based on municipalities reporting on 2011 MMA/SPO Survey 





All Municipalities 


Municipalities Over LD 
1 Limit 


Number 


Percent of All 
Survey Respondents 


Number 


Percent of 
Subgroup 


All Municipalities 


188 


100% 


50 


27% 


Small Municipalities (Pop < 1263) 


62 


33% 


26 


42% ** 


Shrinking Municipalities (Pop '01 > 
Pop '10) 


58 


31% 


22 


38% ** 


Central Municipalities 


20 


11% 


6 


30% 


Downeast Municipalities 


28 


15% 


8 


29% 


Mid-Coast Municipalities 


30 


16% 


8 


27% 


Northern Municipalities 


51 


27% 


15 


29% 


Southern Municipalities 


31 


16% 


5 


16% 


Western Municipalities 


28 


15% 


8 


29% 



**Indicates subgroup is statistically different than the rest of the survey sample (95% confidence 
Sources: US Census Bureau, 2011 MMA/SPO Municipal Survey, and author's calculations. 



The survey also asked municipalities surpassing the LD 1 limit to report whether they voted to 
temporarily exceed or permanently increase it, as required by LD LA vote to exceed allows the 
municipality to surpass the limit in that year but requires that year's limit to be used as the base 
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for the next year's limit calculation, as usual. A vote to increase allows the municipality to 
surpass the limit in that year and resets the limit so that the amount that was actually levied 
becomes the new limit and is used as the base for the next year's limit calculation. Municipalities 
were then asked to explain why they chose to exceed or increase their base commitment limit. 
This year, 50 municipalities (27% of the sample) went over their LD 1 limit. 20 of these 
communities voted to increase their limit, 18 voted to exceed their limit, and 12 did not report 
voting to exceed or increase. In the past, some municipalities have explained this non- 
compliance by indicating that they were unaware of the necessity of voting, had trouble 
calculating growth limits, or did not think LD 1 applied to them. 

The survey provided municipalities space to comment on why they decided to vote to exceed or 
increase their LD 1 limit. This year, the most common responses cited reductions of other 
revenue sources such as revenue sharing and excise taxes, road and paving costs, increasing costs 
of providing services, and costs for capital improvements such as buildings and equipment. 
Some towns said they voted to exceed or increase simply to comply with LD 1. 

Summary 

For the seventh year in a row, municipalities held property taxes raised for municipal operations 
below their aggregate statewide LD 1 limit. Among the 188 useable responses to the MMA/SPO 
survey, the aggregate municipal property tax levy was 9.4% below the aggregate LD 1 limit. A 
record number of municipalities (73% of the sample) stayed within their LD 1 limit. Those 
surpassing the limit did so by an average margin of 14%. Municipalities under the limit were 
more likely to have larger, growing populations. 
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V. School Administrative Units' Experience with LD 1 



The second and frequently largest component of municipal property taxes is raised to finance 
local public schools. LD 1 uses the Essential Programs and Services (EPS) model of school 
funding to set targets for the amount of property taxes raised for local education. Essential 
Programs and Services are those educational resources required for all students to meet the 
knowledge and skill standards set by the Maine Learning Results. Under LD 1, K-12 school 
appropriations are constrained to 100% of the costs calculated by the EPS formula, excluding 
"local-only" debt. It should be noted, however, some school units might be exceeding 100% of 
EPS by small margins in order to provide programs and some services that are not recognized as 
essential in the EPS benchmark cost calculation: extracurricular activities including sports and 
transportation to events, Advanced Placement classes offered at some high schools, unique 
onetime costs incurred for facilities improvements, and even in some cases local tax dollar 
support for school lunch programs. 

LD 1 also set the course for increasing the state's share of school funding to 55% of EPS over 
five years. The 55% goal was scheduled to be achieved in FY 2010, but state revenue shortfalls 
in the context of a national recession beginning in 2007 have delayed achievement of that goal. 
The state's contribution in the 2011-2012 school year was 43% of the costs covered under EPS. 

The Maine Department of Education (MDOE) collects information on school appropriations 
from state, local, and other sources on an annual basis. Preliminary data^ on state and local 
educational appropriations for FY 2012 was used to determine the share of local school districts 
that kept appropriations below 100% of EPS, and those results were compared to previous years 
(Table 1 1). The significant reorganization of school districts that began in FY 2010 continued in 
FY 2012. ^ Overall, the number of School Administrative Units (SAUs) was reduced from 287 in 



^ Data available at the time of writing reflects state funding approved through the end of the First Regular Session of 
the 125 th Legislature. 

* Public Law 2007, Chapter 240, Part XXXX (enacted by passage of LD 499, the two-year budget, on June 11, 
2007) and Public Law 2007, Chapter 668 (enacted by passage of LD 2323, An Act to Remove Earners to the 
Reorganization of School Administrative Units, on April 18, 2008). 
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FY 2009 to 218 in FY 2010 to 179 in FY 20 11 to 164 in FY 2012. 94% of Maine's school 
children are enrolled at SAUs now conforming to the new reorganization laws. 

Although there are now 164 SAUs, MDOE has continued to collect and provide EPS and budget 
information for many former school districts that have consolidated into new SAUs, so the 
analysis in this section is based on samples of 229 "local schools" that constitute the 164 SAUs. 
To allow comparisons across years, school districts that had not yet reported appropriations to 
MDOE for FY 2012 at the time of writing were excluded from the analysis. Also excluded were 
school districts with missing appropriations data from past years. As a result, the numbers 
included in this year's report differ slightly from numbers in previous LD 1 progress reports. 

Appropriations Growth of Individual School Budgets 

Table 8 and Figure 4 examine state and local K-12 appropriations across time. To help 
distinguish between local schools that exceeded EPS by small margins and local schools that 
exceeded EPS by large margins, Table 8 differentiates between a target of 100% of EPS and a 
target of 105% of EPS. Table 1 1 also shows how the number of local schools that are falling 
short of funding 1 00% of EPS has changed over time. 

Table 8 shows that the margin by which aggregate state and local appropriations exceed 100%, of 
EPS has fallen every year since FY 2009, and now stands at 5.3%. The percentage of local 
schools exceeding 100% of their EPS target also declined steadily between FY 2009 and FY 
2012, from 88.5% to 73.2%. Local schools that exceeded 100% EPS did so by a margin of 
19.2% in FY 2012, compared to 23.6% in FY 2009. Similarly, after peaking at 80.3% in FY 
2009, the percent of local schools exceeding 105%. of EPS has declined for two years and is now 
at 55.7%. 

Consistent with these trends, the number of schools that have fallen short of 100% of EPS has 
increased steadily since 2009. As shown in Table 8, 25% of local schools appropriated less than 
100% of EPS in FY 2012, compared to only 9.3% in 2009. 
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Table 8: Overall School Compliance with LD 1: FY 2006 - FY 2012* 

Note: Based on a sample of 183 out of 229 local school budgets 





FY2006 FY2007 FY2008 FY2009 


FY2010 FY2011 


FY2012 


Aggregate EPS ($ millions) 


$1,722 


$1,759 


$1,811 


$1,781 


$1,842 


$1,871 


$1,899 


Total K-12 Appropriations ($ millions) 


<C1 IQI 


j>i,oyu 








d-T Ann 


$2,000 


Difference as Percent of EPS 


4.1% 


7.4% 


8.8% 


12.7% 


8.9% 


7.4% 


5 3% 


Percent of local schools exceeding 100% 
of EPS... 


73.8% 


79.8% 


81.4% 


88.5% 


83.6% 


79.2% 


73.2% 


...Percent by which they exceeded 
100% of EPS 


18.6% 


19.0% 


18.3% 


23.6% 


20.4% 


20.4% 


19.2% 


Percent of local schools exceeding 105% 
of EPS... 


57.4% 


65.6% 


64.5% 


80,3% 


69.9% 


66.7% 


55,7% 


...Percent by which they exceeded 
105% of EPS 


17.1% 


16.7% 


16.6% 


19.8% 


18.0% 


17.9% 


18.5% 


Percent of local schools under 100% of 
EPS 


22.4% 


15.3% 


16.9% 


9.3% 


13.1% 


18.0% 


25,1% 



Source: Maine Department of Education, and author's calculations 



* Calculations include state transitional funds but exclude local-only debt 

Figure 4 shows the distribution of local schools around their targeted EPS funding levels. 
Compared to FY 201 1, the percentage of districts appropriating amounts greater than EPS by 
more than 20%o decreased in FY 2012, and the percentage of districts appropriating amounts less 
than EPS increased. 



Appendix 11-25 



Figure 4: Distribution of local schools above and below EPS* 



« 30.0% - 




Source: Maine Deparimeni of ISducation and author 's calculations 
'■''Calculations include state transitional funds hut exclude local-only debt 

Combined Statewide K-12 Education Appropriation Growth 

Figure 5 uses a longer time horizon to assess the impact of LD 1 on total K-12 appropriations to 
schools. Both state transitional funds and local-only debt are included in the analysis.^ Numbers 
may not match those reported in previous year's LD 1 reports because only 175 of 229 local 
schools are represented in this year's sample. 



^ The vast majority of the local appropriations are raised through local property tax commitments. In FY 201 1 local- 
only debt accounted for about 3.5% of local school appropriations, and in FY 2012 local-only debt accounted for 
about 3.2% of local school appropriations. 
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Figure 5: Annual Growth of State* and Local** Appropriations for K-12 Education 



5 
S 

(A 
C 

o 
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n. 

Q. 

< 



14% 
12% 
10% 

8% 

6% 

4% 

2% 

0% 
-2% 
-4% 
-6% J 



-State and Local (without ARRA) 
•State (without ARRA) 



Total (including ARRA funding) 
Local Only 



12.10/0 



5.80/0 




7 "^0,',, 
1.90/c -f4o/0 

30/0 



0.5°/o 



-4.40/0 



4.70/0 



FY 2003 FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008 FY 2009 FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012 

Source: Maine Department of Education and author's calculations 
*Slate funds include transitional EPS funding 

Local funds include local only debt for ail years 
Note: This graph shows growth rates. Any number greater than zero indicates a year-over-year increase in 
appropriations. 

In the years immediately prior to FY 2006 (tlie year LD 1 took effect), the growth rate of 
combined state and local appropriations fluctuated between 2.7% and 4.7%. With the passage of 
LD 1 the state dramatically increased its share of school funding, increasing the annual growth 
rate of its share from 1 .2% in FY 2005 to 12. l%o in FY 2006. Corresponding with the increased 
state funds, annual growth in local appropriations to schools declined from 5.8% m FY 2005 to - 
0.6% in FY 2006. Annual growth in total non-federal state and local appropriations to schools 
mcreased from 3.9% FY 2005 to 4.4% in FY 2006. 



State appropriations for K-1 2 education began a three-year run of negative growth in FY 2009, 
before turning positive again in FY 2012. At the local level, following the brief decline in FY 
2006, K-12 appropriations grew steadily from FY 2007 to FY 2012. In FY 2011, a third straight 
year of decreasing state appropriations combined with slightly slower growth in local 
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appropriations left K-12 schools with a 0.1% decrease in total appropriations. FY 2012 saw a 
return to growth in state appropriations for K-12 schools, but the expiration of American 
Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) funding meant total K-12 appropriations declined by 
0.5% in FY 2012. 

Summary 

LD 1 uses the Essential Programs and Services (EPS) model of school funding to set targets for 
the amount of property taxes raised for local education. Although the LD 1 target for K-12 
schools is 100% of EPS, some schools might be exceeding 100% of EPS by small margins in 
order to provide programs and some services that are not recognized as essential in the EPS 
benchmark cost calculation: extracurricular activities including sports and transportation to 
events, Advanced Placement classes offered at some high schools, unique onetime costs incurred 
for facilities improvements, and even in some cases local tax dollar support for school lunch 
programs. Approximately 73% of local schools exceeded their individual limit for FY 2012, and 
combined state and local appropriations to local schools exceeded 100% of EPS by 5.3%). FY 
2012 also saw a significant increase in the number of schools that fell short of 100% of EPS 
funding, with approximately 25% of local schools not meeting the EPS minimum. 

Growth in combined non-federal state and local appropriations to schools (including local debt 
for schools) slowed steadily in FY 2008 and FY 2009, and turned negative in FY 2010 and FY 
201 1. These declines were driven by state revenue shortfalls in the context of an economic 
recession that began in 2007. State appropriations (not including ARRA funds) for K-12 schools 
declined on an annual basis in FY 2009, FY 2010 and FY 201 1, before recovering somewhat 
with 2.3% growth in FY 2012.^ However, the expiration of ARRA funding in June 201 1 left K- 
12 schools with an overall 0.5%» decline in funding. 



In FY 2009 thru FY 20 1 1, Maine received K-12 stabilization funds through the American Recovery and 
Reinvestment Act (ARRA): $26.8 million in FY 2009, $42.6 million in FY 2010, and $58.5 in FY 201 1. 

* In FY 2009 thru FY 20 1 1, Maine received K-12 stabilization funds through the American Recovery and 
Reinvestment Act (ARRA): $26.8 milHon in FY 2009, $42.6 miUion in FY 2010, and $58. 5 in FY 201 1. 
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VL County Governments' Experience with LD 1 



LD 1 limits the growth of each county's assessment, an amount charged to municipalities within 
the county and paid through property taxes. For each county assessment growth is limited to the 
ten-year average annual growth rate of state personal income (adjusted for inflation) plus the 
county's property growth factor. The property growth factor is calculated by totaling growth in 
newly taxable property reported by each town and dividing by the towns' total property 
valuation. The LD 1 county assessment limit is based on the previous year's limit increased by 
the combined income-plus-property growth factor. If the county has received net new state funds 
for existing services funded by the assessment, then the limit is reduced by that amount. A 
county wishing to either temporarily exceed or permanently increase its limit must explicitly 
vote to do so. 

With the passage of Public Law 2008, Chapter 653, "An Act to Better Coordinate and Reduce 
the Cost of the Delivery of State and County Correctional Services" (Jail Unification) the amount 
counties can assess for corrections-related expenses was frozen at 2008 levels. Only assessments 
for non-correctional-related costs are allowed to increase by the LD 1 growth factor. Counties 
have struggled to interpret this law and the vast majority of them have miscalculated their LD 1 
limits in 2009-20 IL hi some cases, conversations between SPO and county officials resulted in 
revised LD 1 calculations. When this was not possible, SPO used the best available data to . 
correct the LD 1 calculations so that the analysis below reflects current law as closely as 
possible. 

Somerset County built a new jail in 2008 and switched to a July 1-June 30 fiscal year starting in 
2008. Despite the fact that their assessments increased substantially from calendar year 2007 to 
FY 2009, Somerset County officials did not vote to increase or exceed their LD 1 limit in 2008 
(FY 2009). Conversations in 2009 between SPO and Somerset County staff members revealed 
confusion due to the timing of their budget approval process, the change to a fiscal year 
accounting period, and Jail Unification. Jail Unification directed counties to exclude assessments 
or correctional-related services from the LD 1 calculation for budget years starting after January 
1, 2009. For FY 2009, however, which started July 1, 2008, the LD 1 limit still included both 
correctional- and non-correctional-related assessments; Somerset County was required to vote to 
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exceed or increase their LD 1 limit. SPO calculated that Somerset surpassed its FY 2009 LD 1 
limit by $3.4 million primarily because of an increase in assessments for its new jail. Likewise, 
since Somerset did not vote to increase its limit for FY 2010, SPO calculated that its assessment 
in FY 2010 was $2.7 million over its LD 1 limit. However, Somerset County officials may have 
voted to increase their LD 1 limit in FY 2009 had they understood they were required to. Table 
13 includes a column that assumes Somerset County had voted to increase its LD 1 limit in FY 
2009. 

In 2010 and 2011, confusion arose about Somerset County's statutory corrections assessment 
cap. Jail Unification set the corrections cap for Somerset County at $5,363,665. Flowever, it 
further stipulated that "the county assessment for correctional services -related expenditures in 
Somerset County must be set at the fiscal year 2009-10 level when the new Somerset County Jail 
is open and operating at a level sufficient to sustain the average daily number of inmates from 
Somerset County." Somerset County's reported corrections assessment for fiscal year 2009-10 
was $5,281,630, so SPO used that number for FY 201 1 and FY 2012 despite the fact that 
Somerset County reported a lesser corrections assessment figure for FY 201 1 and FY 2012. 

With the passage of Public Law 20 11, Chapter 315, "An Act To Amend the Laws Governing the 
Tax Assessment for Correctional Services in Lincoln County and Sagadahoc County" the 
corrections assessment caps for Lincoln and Sagadahoc Counties were changed to create an even 
split between the two counties for the funding of the Two Bridges Regional Jail. Effective 
January 1, 2012 for Sagadahoc County and July 1, 201 1 for Lincoln County, each county is 
required to raise $2,657,105 for the jail. In addition, Lincoln County was required to pay all 
withheld revenue from its tax assessment for correctional services from July 1, 2009 to June 30, 
201 1 directly to the Two Bridges Regional Jail by July 1, 201 1 for the jail's correctional services 
operations in fiscal year 2012-13. 

In 2010 and 201 1, confusion arose about the actual figure for Lincoln County's correctional 
services-related assessment. Part of this confusion may be due to the fact that Lincoln County is 
on a calendar year budget but the Two Bridges Regional Jail is on a fiscal year budget. Lincoln 
County reported a correctional services-related assessment of $3,017,292 for 201 1 (FY 2012). 
That figure includes withheld revenue specified in PL 201 1, Chapter 315 equal to $257,870, but 
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the balance is still greater than the cap of $2,657,105. For the purposes of this report, SPO 
assumed $2,657,105 to be the correct figure. 

Similarly, Lincoln County's reported corrections assessment for 2010 (FY 2011) was 
$3,262,957, which is greater than the amount of $3,01 8,361 specified by Jail Unification. For the 
purposes of this report, SPO assumed $3,018,361 to be the correct figure. 

Combined Statewide County Assessment Growth 

Calculations of state tax burden use aggregate measures of the total amount of taxes collected 
within a state. To assess LD 1 's impact on the growth of county assessments, Table 9 presents 
the combined assessment growth of all sixteen counties. The counties' combined assessment 
limit was $137.3 million. Actual assessments were $136.0 million (1.0% below the limit). This is 
consistent with counties' experience last year as well.''*' 



Table 9: Combined County Assessment Limit Calculation** 

Note: All dollar figures in millions : | ' 





2004 


2005 


2006 


2007 


2008 


2009 


2010 


2011 


2011* 


LD 1 Average Annual Growth Factor 






6.1% 


5.2% 


5.6% 


4.8% 


4.1% 


3.5% 


3.5% 


Base Assessment Limit 


$99.4 


$104.4 


$110.8 


$119.4 


$130.1 


$132.7 


$135.7 


$137.3 


$140.2 


Exempt L-S Jail Funding 




$0.4 


$4.2 


$2.7 












LD 1 Assessment Limit (Base plus 
Lincoln-Sagadahoc Jail Project) 






$115,0 


$122.1 


$130.1 


$132.7 


$135,7 


$137.3 


$140.2 


Actual Total Assessments 


$99.4 


$104.8 


$111.3 


$119.8 


$128.8 


$131.0 


$134.4 


$136.0 


$136.0 


Amount Below LD 1 Limit 






$3.7 


$2.2 


$1.3 


$1.7 


$1.3 


$1.3 


$4.2 


Percent Below LD 1 Limit 






3.2% 


1.8% 


1.0% 


1.3% 


1.0% 


1.0% 


3.0% 



Source: Maine State Planning Office 



* If Somerset had voted to increase its LD 1 Limit in FY 2009 

**Sagadakoc County did not submit LD J data for 201], so SPO used 2010 property growth and budget data to 
estimate the limit. 



'"when LD 1 became law, Lincoln and Sagadahoc counties were given a two-year exemption, ending in 2007, on funds 
used to construct and start operations at the new Two Bridges Regional Jail (Public Law 2005, Chapter 348). Lincoln 
and Sagadahoc voters approved funding for the jail in November 2003, prior to the passage of LD 1. Sagadahoc County, 
which operates on a July 1-June 30 fiscal year, included all jail spending under its limit in the 2007 LD 1 report. Lincoln 
County included all jail spending in the 2008 LD 1 report. Table 13 isolates this exemption from other spending. 
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Table 10 shows annual growth of total county assessments. Assessments increased 1.2% between 
2010 and 20 11, the smallest annual increase since LD 1 took effect. A major reason for the 
reduction in growth of total county assessments is that assessments for jails are now capped and 
cannot be increased. Non-correctional-related expenses grew 3.5% in 201 1 . 

•Table 10: Growth of Total Comity Assessments 



-Note: All dollar figures in millions 



Year 


: Total Assessments 


: Annual % Change 


2011 


$136.0 


1.2% 


2010 


$134.4 


2.6% 


2009 


$131.0 


: _^i.7% 


2008 


$128.8 


; 7.5% 


2007 


$119.8 


7.7% 


2006 


r ' ""^^ $1113^^'^^^^' ' 


" l^ 6;2%^^ 


2005 


$104.8 


5-4% 


2004 


$99.4 





So iirce: Maine State Planning Office 



Assessment Growth of In dividual Counties 

In 20 11, every county was allowed to increase their assessment by the 1.66% income growth 
factor plus the growth in newly taxable property in the county. New property growth ranged 
from 0.52%i in Piscataquis County to 6.42% in Washington County. Adding together personal 
income and property growth factors produced LD 1 assessment growth factors ranging from 
2.18% to 8.08%. 

hn 2008-2010 many counties reported difficulty obtaining information on new property growth 
from their member municipalities. Only a few counties were able to calculate a property growth 
factor based on new valuations from all of their member towns. In 201 1 many counties had 
similar difficulties. In addition, obtaining accurate information from most counties was 
challenging. Some counties did not seem to understand what information was needed for this 
report. Some counties made noticeable errors in the information they provided, and other 



' ' Sagadahoc County did not provide a property growth factor or limit calculation, so SPO used the 2010 property 
growth factor of 0.83% to estimate the LD 1 limit in 201 1. Oxford, County uses the state valuation to calculate its 
property growth factor, a method different than the one prescribed by law. 
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counties likely made unnoticeable errors. Most counties calculated their limit incorrectly with 
respect to Jail Unification. Most counties that did calculate their limit correctly were calculating 
it based on an incorrect number for their 2010 LD 1 limit, thus making their reported 20 11 limit 
incorrect. Oxford County was not able to supply SPO with an accurate property growth factor. 
Instead it used growth in total state valuation to calculate its LD 1 limit, which includes growth 
in the valuation of existing property. Somerset and Lincoln Counties provided assessments for 
jails that did not match statutory limits. ^^'^^ Sagadahoc County did not provide a property growth 
factor or LD 1 limit calculation. SPO attempted to correct and verify all mformation used in this 
report, but some questionable numbers remain. 

Nine counties stayed within their LD 1 limits, the same number as in 2009 and 2010 and three 
fewer than in 2008. The nine that stayed with their limits reported assessments ranging from 
27.0% to 1.2% below the limit. Of these, three counties were more than 10.0% below the limit 
and six counties were between 1.2% and 10.0%) below their limit. On average these nme counties 
were 8.7% below their limit. 

Of the seven counties that surpassed their LD 1 limit, only Penobscot voted to exceed or increase 
their limit. Many of the other counties assumed they were under their LD 1 limit, and there are 
several potential explanations for this confusion: 

1 . They incorrectly included correctional-related assessments in their LD 1 calculation. 

2. They began their 201 1 limit calculation with the incorrect limit they reported in 20 10. 

3. They mistakenly believe LD 1 has a "banking" provision where the "surplus" from one 
year can be added to the following year's limit. 



Per PL 2008, Chapter 653, Somerset Comity's correctional services -related assessment limit is set at the fiscal 
year 2009-10 level. Somerset County's reported con-ections assessment for fiscal year 2009-10 was $5,281,630, so 
SPO used that number despite the fact that Somerset County reported a lesser coirectional-related assessment figure. 

Per PL 2011, Chapter 315, Lincohi County's correctional-related assessment limit is set at $2,657,105 for FY 
2012 and beyond. Lincoln County reported a con-ectional services-related assessment of $3,017,292 for 2011 (FY 
2012). That figure includes withheld revenue specified in PL 201 1, Chapter 315 equal to $257,870, but the balance 
is still greater than the cap of $2,657,105. For the purposes of this report, SPO assumed $2,657, 105 to be the correct 
figure. 



Appendix II - 33 



Summary 



In aggregate, counties stayed within their LD 1 limit in 201 1. County assessments were $1.3 
million (1.0%) below the limit. Total statewide county assessments grew 1.2% from 2010 to 
2011, which was the lowest annual growth rate since LD 1 took effect. Individually, nine 
counties stayed within their limits and seven surpassed them. Only one of the seven counties 
surpassing their limit voted to exceed or increase their limit as prescribed by law, most likely due 
to errors in calculating LD 1 limits. 
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VH. Summary 



The growth of local property tax commitments and state general fund appropriations has clearly 
declined since LD 1 took effect. However, a major cause of the slower growth seen in the 2008- 
201 1 period is the global recession that began In December, 2007. The recession and sluggish 
recovery have reduced revenues for state and local governments, so the effect of LD 1 is difficult 
to isolate, 

hi FY 2012, the state stayed within its General Fund appropriations limit for the seventh year in a 
row. Declining state revenue in the context of a global recession that began in December, 2007 
severely curtailed growth in General Fund appropriations, including General Purpose Aid for 
local schools. Although the expiration of AREA funding in FY 2012 coincided with a return to 
general fund growth, the state remained 12% below the limit, hi aggregate, municipal property 
taxes levied to fiind municipal operations and services were within their combined LD 1 limit. 
The growth of property taxes was lower than before LD 1 took effect, but a major reason for this 
slow growth is the recession and sluggish recovery. A record high of 73% of municipalities 
stayed within their limits. 

Nine of Maine's sixteen counties stayed within their LD 1 growth limits in 20 11 (or FY 2012 for 
counties operating on fiscal year budgets). Overall, total county assessment growth was 1 .2%, 
which is the lowest rate of annual growth since LD 1 took effect. This is primarily because of the 
new law creating a unified correctional system and cappmg county jail assessments at 2008 
levels. All sixteen counties continue to have difficulty calculating their LD 1 limits, which 
became considerably more complicated with the 2008 jail unification law and the 20 11 
amendments to that law. 

For a seventh year, Maine's K-i2 schools exceeded their aggregate limit, which is 100% of EPS. 
Combined state and local appropriations for schools exceeded 100% of EPS by 5.3%. Seventy- 
three percent of schools exceeded their individual 100% of EPS target, and 56% of schools 
exceeded 105%. of EPS. Compared to last year, the percentage of schools exceeding 100% of 
EPS decreased, but the amount by which they exceeded EPS stayed about the same. FY 2012 
also saw a significant increase in the number of schools that fell short of 100% of EPS funding. 
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with approximately 25% of local schools not meeting the EPS minimum. Combined state and 
local appropriations for K-12 schools increased 2.4% in FY 2012. This was the first increase 
since FY 2009, but it coincided with the expiration of ARRA fiuiding, which had bolstered K-12 
schools in FY 2009 - FY 20 U . As a result, overall appropriations (federal, state, and local) for 
K-12 schools decreased by 0.5% in 2012. 
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APPENDIX III 

FY2010-2011 County Budget Assessments to LD 1 County Assessment Limits* 

















Percent 






County 




Assessment 




Amount 


Under 


County 




Assessment 




LD 1 Limit 




Under (Over) 


(Over) 


Androscoggin 


5 


7,814,674 


s 


7,913,311 


5 


98,63/ 


■1 TO/ 

1.2% 


















Aroostook 




4,966,467 




5,097,536 




131,069 


2.6% 


















Cumberland 




22,576,349 




22,996,642 




420,293 


■1 00/ 

1.8% 


















Franklin 




4,658,719 




4,364,523 




(294,196) 


-6.7% 


















Hancock 




5,141,325 




5,829,469 




688,144 


11.8% 


















Kennebec 




9,037,843 




8,939,196 




(98,647) 


-1.1% 


















Knox 




6,476,074 




6,283,372 




(192,702) 


-3.1% 


















Lincoln 




8,550,288 




8,768,935 






2.5% 


















Oxford 




4,990,440 




4,767,037 




(223,403) 


-4.7% 


















Penobscot 




12,502,085 




11,435,441 




(1,066,644) 


-9.3% 


















Piscataquis 




3,303,943 




3,528,657 




2/4, /14 


6.4% 


















Sagadahoc 




7,232,232 




10,061,611 




2,829,379 


28.1% 


















Somerset 




11,168,174 




8,741,971 




(2,426,203) 


-27.8% 


Somerset* 




11,168,174 




11,651,148 




482,974 


4.10% 


















Waldo 




6,804,570 




7,240,776 




436,206 


6.0% 


















Washington 




4,783,788 




5,635,637 




851,849 


15.1% 


















York 




15,952,700 




1,569,333 




(260,367) 


-1.7% 



*lf Somerset had 
voted to increase 
its LD 1 limit in 
FY2009 



*2011 State Planning Office Survey 
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APPENDIX III 

Budgeted FY 2012-2013 Municipal Cost Component Unorganized Territory 

County Assessment Growth Limit 



iNCOME GROWTH FACTOR + PROPERTY GROWTH FACTOR = COUNTY ASSESSMENT LIMIT 







INCOME 




PROPERTY 




COUNTY 




COUNTIES 




GROWTH 




GROWTH 




ASSESSMENT 








FACTOR 




FACTOR 




LIMIT 








[from State Planning] 




[from Property Tax] 
























AROOSTOOK 




1.43 




0.684 




2.11 




















FRANKLIN 




1.43 




46 




47.43 


** 


















HANCOCK 




1.43 




0.59 




2.02 




















KENNEBEC 




1.43 




0 




1.43 




















OXFORD 




1.43 




0.5 




1.93 




















PENOBSCOT 




1.43 




0.34 




1.77 




















PISCATAQUIS 




1.43 




0.17 




1.6 




















SOMERSET 




1.43 




0.71 




2.14 




















WASHINGTON 




1.43 




9.63 




11.06 


** 


































**TIF funds from Wind Projects 
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APPENDIX III 



FY 2012-2013 Calculation of County Assessment Limits 
for the Unorganized Territory 







2013 County 
Assessment 




LD 1 

Assessment 
Limit 
Amount 




Under (Over) 
Assessment 
Limit 




Percentage 
Under 
(Over) 


"Androscoggin 




































Aroostook 


$ 


973,192 


$ 


973,276 


$ 


83.76 




0.01% 




















*Cumberland 




































Franklin 




839,845 




1,188,393 




348,548.32 




29.33% 




















IHancock 




158,145 




158,136 




8.90 




0.01% 




















Kennebec 




6626 




4,184 




(2,442.34) 




-58.37% 




















**Knox 




































**Lincoln 




































Oxford 




866,635 




776,878 




(89,757.16) 




-11.55% 




















Penobscot 




976,973 




948,274 




(28,699.48) 




-3.03% 




















Piscataquis 




948,372 




982,326 




33,953.70 




3.46% 




















**Sagadaiioc 




































Somerset 




1,388,233 




1,164,783 




(223,449.89) 




-19.18% 




















**Waldo 




































Washvington 




835,934 




897,856 




61.921.69 




6.90% 




















*York 




































Total 




6,993,955 




7,094,105 




100,167.50 




N/A 



* Counties do not contain unorganized territory 

**Unorganized territory within these counties do not require services 
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